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. PREFACE

Section 823 of the Education Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-380)
requires a thorough study of the manner in which the
relative measure of poverty for use in the financial
assistance program, authorized by Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, may be more accurately
and currently developed. ' '

That financial assistance program is administered by the Commis-
sioner of Education, through the Office of Education, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. An important feature is the use of a
formula prescribed by Section 103 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act for the annual distribution of Federal funds to school dis-
tricts. A significant factor in the formula is the number of school-aged
¢hildren 5 to 17 in poor families within each school district. The mea-
sure of poverty which is used, and which is the subject of the study -
mandated by Section: 823, is the Federal government's official statistical
definition of poverty (also known as the Orshansky, OMB, Census Bureau,
or Social Security poverty lines). '

Other work related to poverty measurement has been called for in
recent legislative acts. In the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act, the Secretary of Labor is directed to develop and maintain compre-
hensive household budget data at different levels of living, including °
a "level of adequacy." Any such review of the level of adequacy must
necessarily be closely related to measures of poverty. The Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 gives the Secretary of HUD authority
to adjust the poverty measure to reflect local variations in the cost
of living. The Conference Report accompanying it directs the Secretary
‘to develop or obtain data with respect to the "extent of poverty" by
metropolitan areas and to submit such data to the Congress as part of
a March 31, 1977, report.

Because of the broad scope of the subject matter, coverage of the
study of the measure of poverty mandated by Section 823 of the Education
Amendments of 1974 was extended to include implications of the study
findings for the poverty-related programs of all affected Federal
departments and agencies. The Title I program of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act was given the most detailed treatment to meet
the legislatively-mandated specifications for "the study as well as to
serve as a primary example of application of the concepts of poverty
measurement to Federal programs. The findings of the study are published
in a report entitled, "The Measure of Poverty." An important objective
of the study was full discussion and documentation of the major elements.
of currently applied and potentially usable poverty measures. Material
containing essential supporting documentation for the study was assembled
as technical papers. These have been written to stand alone as complete
technical treatments of specific subjects.




The study was performed under the 'direct guidance of: a“ Poverty
Studies Task Force of the Subcommittee on the Education of. the Dis- -
advantaged and Minorities, Federal Interagency Committee on Education.
Technical papers were prepared at -the request of, under the direction
of, and subject to review by the Task Force members. Some papers
are primarily the work of one or two persons; these are attributed to
their authors. Others result from the collective 1nput of Task Force
members or advisors and no specific attrlbutlon is glven except to
the Task Force, as a whole..

The following llstlngs show members of the Poverty Studies Task
‘Force by appropriate Federal departments and agenc1es, and the titles
and authors of the technical papers.

This report contains Technlcal Paper I, Documentatlon of. Back-
ground Information and Rationale for Current Poverty Matrix. - It was
prepared by Mollie Orshansky, Office of Research and Statlstlcs,
Social Securlty Administration.

. To obtain copies of the report, “The Measure of Poverty,“ or any. of
the technlcal papers, please wr1te to: "’ A

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluatlon
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

200 Independence Avenue, S.W. ‘ L o
Room 443D - South Portal Building =~ = R
Washington, D.C. 20201 ‘
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INTRODUCTION

The current official measure of poverty used by the Federal govern-
ment was originally developed by Mollie Orshansky of the Social Segurity
Administration in the early sixties. Her study, "Children of the Roor",
first appeared in the July 1963 Social Security Bulletin, describing
a methodology for developing income criteria of need by family size,
for families with children. In January 1965 the Social Security Bulletin
contained another article by her entitled "Counting the Poor", which
updated and extended the criteria to all types of households, she used
as before, a concept of poverty based on budgets centering around cost
of a diet which can sustain an adequate nutitional level at minimal cost
using a sliding scale of income requirements for different family sizes and
compositions. An additional refinement was the specification of a lower
income level as the threshold for farm families. this refinement reflected
the assumption that farm families customarily obtain housing and food
as part of the farm business operation, rather than by direct expenditure.

‘ The Orshansky statistical definition appeared at a time when the
need for a poverty measure was great: the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964 had recently been enacted. The Research Division of the Office of
Economic Opportunity (OEO) adopted the Orshansky poverty measure not only
as a working tool for budget and planning purposes but also as an admin-
istrative guideline for program purposes. The poverty matrix, and the
poverty population delineated by it, remained quasi-official numbers until
August 1969 when the Budget Bureau designated them as the official statis-
tical series to be published regularly, by the Census Bureau.

At present, the measure is built around the Department of Agriculture's
economy food plan of 1961 and the national average ratio of family food ex-
penditures to total family after-tax income as measured by the 1955 Household
Food Consumption Survey. It consists of 124 separate poverty cutoffs
differentiating families by size, number of children, age and sex of head,
and farm or nonfarm residence. The cutoffs are updated annually by changes
in the Consumer Price Index. Originally developed to apply to income and
prices of 1963, the poverty cutoffs were then backdated by the Consumer Price
Index to the year 1959, the earliest year for which a usable statistical data
take was still available from the Bureau of the Census. This paper is a
compilation of key articles and papers which document the historical develop-
ment of the poverty matrix, as well as the rationale underlying its statistical
construction.
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Children of the Poor

There is a growing awareness that as the Nation
grows richer the dollar gap between average in-
' come and the income of our poorest citizens
widens. Because prices and standards tend to
move with prevailing income, families remaining
at the bottom of the heap will be outbid and out-
spent. When such poverty befalls families rearing
children—the citizens of the future—the social
consequences reach far beyond the present de-
privation. By one crude index of poverty it can
~be shown that every fourth or fifth family with
children under age 18 may have to choose between
an adequate diet at minimum cost and some other
necessity—they cannot afford both. All told, some
17-23 million youngsters, or from a fourth to a
third of all our children, are growing up in the
gray shadow of poverty.

WE LIVE in a time of rapid change. The
wonders of science and technology applied to a
generous endowment of natural resources have
wrought a way of life our grandfathers never
knew. Creature comforts once the hallmark of
luxury have descended to the realm of the com-
monplace, and the marvels of modern industry
find their way into the home of the American
worker as well as that of his boss. Yet there is an
underlying disquietude reflected in our current
social literature, an uncomfortable realization
that an expanding economy has not brought gains
~ to all in equal measure. It is reflected in the pre-
occupation with counting the poor—do they num-
ber 30 million, 40 million, or 50 million? Is it still,
as in the 1930’s, one-third of a nation that is ill-
fed, ill-clothed, and ill-housed, or is it now only
a fourth or fifth? Shall one point with pride or
view with alarm?

There is, of course, no single, simple, answer.
The mere fact of income inequality alone need not
disturb us, but how to distinguish between the
absolute deprivation of poverty and mere lower-
than-average income status is still a matter of
controversy if not a matter of taste. As the gen-

* Division of Research and Statistics.
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eral level of living moves upward and expands
beyond necessities, the standards of what con-
stitutes an irreducible minimum also change.
Furthermore, with the great revolution in ex-
pectations and our historic heritage of equal op-
portunity as a goal, there is concern that the
boons of prosperity are withheld from some.

1t would be one thing if poverty hit at random,
and no one group were singled out. It is another -
thing to realize that some seem destined to poverty
almost from birth—by their color or by the eco-
nomic status or occupation of their parents. It
has become a truism that, in good times and in bad,
certain groups lag behind in the long-term up-
swing of our economy. Prominent among these
are the aged, the families headed by a woman, and
minority groups—partticularly the Negro.

Year after year the same kinds of people con-
tinually appear at the bottom of the income pyra-
mid. In 1961, for example, of the families in the
lowest income group (the lowest 20 percent) al-
most a third were aged families, a fourth were
broken families (usually headed by a woman) and
a fifth were nonwhite—proportions identical with
those in 1951.

When yet another measure is used, the peren-
nial plight of the disadvantaged is seen as even
more severe. It has always been true in our society
that economic well-being rests on earning power.
Public support programs are generally for those
unable to work or deprived of the earnings of the
relative on whom they could exzpect to rely. But
opportunities for work are no longer what they
were. In yesterday’s world, jobs paid better if one
was trained, but even an untrained worker could
find a place and expect that in time his earnings
would improve along with his skill. The highly
educated man did better, but his numbers were
few and even for him the starting salary was often
low.

Today in large measure an automated economy
demands an increasingly productive and skilled
labor force. Jobs ask more and pay more from the
outset, and the unskilled worker cannot hope to
better himself much : He will remain, as he started,

in a low-paid job, if indeed he has a job at all.
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As a result, the composition of the group we call
our poor is changing too. Once it included not
only those able to earn little or nothing but a fair
number who would eventually improve their lot.
As the higher education and the. increased skills
called for in many modern-day jobs upgrade our
labor force more and more, the ranks of the poor
seem to be reserved for thosé families with heads
not able or not permitted to qualify for the better-
paying jobs—the retlred “the women, and the
nonvwhites.

More and more, such families will see them-
selves and their' counterparts comprising the
dwindling number with low dollar income while
the general average-climbs farther out of their
reach. This segregation of the. pocketbook ean be
illustrated by comparing families having less than
$3,000 today and-those of a decade ago, bearing in
mind that this amount now is about half the
average for all families but in 1951 represented
four-fifths of average income. Only 1 out of every
5 families now has income this low, compared
with 1 in every 3 then. Yet today more of these
families are headed by a nonwhite or an aged
‘person or by a woman, as the fol]owmg hgures
show,

Families with less than $3,000

" Number

(in millions) Percent

Type of head:

1961 195t 1961 .| 1951

9.9 4.5 100 . 100
33| 33! 33 23
Female head._ 2.3 2.5 ‘23 17
Nonwhite head 2.1 ‘2.5 -2 17

Some families, of coursé, bear more than one of
these stigmas. The low incomes of the aged are
receiving much attention in existing and proposed
programs. The broken families and nonwhite poor
harbor a disadvantaged group from the other end
of the age spectrum—children under age 18. By
almost. any.standard of adequacy the number of
children underprivileged by too.low income 1is as
large as.or larger than the total aged population.
-.\nd many of the children are not subject to help

~ from existing programs to combat poverty.

Our population today includes about 66 million
“children -under age 18, distributed among some
27.5 million families. In 1961 the median. income

for these families r'mged from $5,905 for those

cof the “own”

TasLe 1.—Median money income in 1961 of families with
own children under age 18 and families with related children
under age 18

-Families with 1 or more—

' . " Own children ! Related children !

Number of children . ) .

tber | Median | NUTHYer | Median

sands) lnwpe sands) income
Fomiltes, total...............| 28,22¢'| 6,010 27,600, $5,850
1child....... 8,321 6,000 8,808 5,905
2 childre: 8,010 6,235. 8 353 6,188
3 children. 5,049 8,260 5,227 8,235
4children. . .__.__.._.... - 2,879 5,835 2 775, 5,760
Schildren...._._......... . 1,072 5,195 1,149 5,240
8ormore._ ... ............ [ 1,093 4,855 1,200 4,745
- Children, total ............ ] 62,655 [ ... 65,808 [.oco.oo.oo

' Own children under age 18 include never-married sons, daughters, ste.
children, or adopted children -of the family head; related children include
these and any other never-marrled family members under age 18 and related
to the head by blood, marriage, or adoption.

Source: Data for families with own children derived from tabulstions
from the Current Population Survey, March 1962, made by the Buresu of
the Census for the Social Security Adminlstmuon for families with related
children, from Current Population Reports: Conaumer Income, P-80, No. 39,
February 1963. The figures in this and the following tables are estimated
from a sample survey and therefore are subject to sampling variability.
For dxscusslon of nature and extent of vnrlability, sec the publication clted

w1th one child to $4,745 among the mlllxon or so-
with six or more children.?

Some of these families, and significantly more
of the larger ones, live on farms; their housing

and a considerable portion of their food are thus
obtained as part of an ongoing business opemtion

.and need not be met out of net money income.

Farm families, however, like those in cities, pur-
chase much of their family living. In both places
the wherewithal to do so decreases rather -than
increases w1th additional f‘tmlly members to
support. )

The Bureau of the Census data on mcome by
number of children customarily refer to all chil-

~dren who are related to-the family head—that is,

all “related” children under age 18, regardless of
their relatlonshlp to .the head. Much of the.dis-
cussion in this article centers on “own” children
only—that is, never- -married sons, daughters,
adopted .children, or stepchildren of ‘the. family
head. Table I compares the incomes of the families
children with those of all families
with “related cluldlen For most purposes, the

‘two sets of figures are 1nterchan0'eable.

Tod'xy 'S average incomes lepresent one more

“step in the continuing uptlend in real income of

the American population since the end of ‘World
S N S . i >

1 Bureau of the ‘Censds,»Cllrreratf'f’opltlétio;t Rcﬁdrts.
Series ’-60, No. 39, February 1963.

" SOCIAL SECURITY




War II. But even in the midst of plenty many
children are growing up in families with incomes
too low to provide for them properly. The esti-
mated number of such families can be varied al-
most at will, but if there is no consensus on the
standard, there can be no doubt that, whatever the
definition of income inadequacy, a large number
of families will be below it. We can also predict
with high degree of certainty what kinds of
. families they will be. Current Census data sug-
gest, for example, that low-income status is unduly
concentrated among the relatively small number
of families with a mother and children but no
father in the home. These families are seldom
found on farms where they would benefit from
home-produced food and farm-furnished housing
(tables 2 and 3).

The children in nonwhite families are also over-
represented in the roster of the poor, and, as would

TasLE 2.—Income in 1961 of husband-wife families with own

_be expected, children in a family whose head is

not employed the year round must get along on
far lower incomes than children in other families.

THE CHILD POPULATION

In 1962, if the same relationship held as at the
time of the Decennial Census 2 years earlier, 87
percent of the 66 million children under age 18
were living with both their parents, about 10
percent with only one parent, usually the mother,
and the remaining few with other relatives, in
institutions, or in foster homes. Nonwhite chil-
dren were much less likely to have the benefit—
both economic and otherwise—of a normal paren-
tal home, with 1 in every 3 living with only one
parent, in contrast to only 1 in 10 of the white
children. Nonwhite women are more than three
times as likely to have their marriages disrupted
as white women, and more often by separation

‘than by divorce.?

TaBLE 3.—Income in 1961 of all families with female head
with own children under age 18

children under age 18 among all families in the United States
and among families living on farms
l-‘amlnuwlthspeclﬂednumb,erotownchﬂdren
" Total money income : 6
. or
Any| 1 2 3 4 5 | oor
All families
Total number (in thou- ]
8804S).eoeeeenemannnn 23.m| 1.313| 7.362) 4,637] 2,478] 975] 83
Percent .. ..ocooonunn-- 100.0[ 100.0{ 100.0] 100.0| 100.0| 100.0] 100.0
2.5 2.580 2.1 2.4 2.5 4.6 5.4
3.5| 3.5 2.7 2.8 3.8 5.8 8.4
6.1 6.7 49 5.0 66 07 108
8.5 8.5 81 7.7 10.1] 9.8 10.3
.1l 10.70 1.1 10.9] 10.9) 13.5) 12.1
14.4) 13.4) 14.7] 1¢.8] 15.2] 14.5] 17.¢
12.3) 11.3] 13.5 12.7] 11.8] 12.3} 10.0
11.2] 11.2] 10.8 12.0] 13.8] 6.2( 8.0
13.5| .14.1| 15.0{ 12.5] 11.9| 11.2{ 8.0
17.0) 18.2( 16.9] 10.4 13.6/ 12.5| 9.5
_ $8..315(38, 415(38, 47538, 530/, 080185, 43585, 170
Families with head year- .
round full-time worker:| L
" Percentof total..... _..._. 75,8 73.8| 77.6| 77.3] 75.3| 69.2| 70.8
Median income. . .......... $6,800($7,115{$8, 925(38, 98516, 78588, 035($5, 620
Rural{farm families .
1.m| ml m‘ ml 201 ml 175
100.0{ 100.0] 100.0| 100.0] 100.0 100.0| 100.0
13.4f 12.6] 13.68] 11.4] 11.7| 17.6] -17.4
13.1] 13.1] 10.6) 11.5] 20.0] 13.9 15.9
15.1 18.31 12.8| 14.5| 13.7[ 15.8 18.2
14.4| 16.0| 13.6! 12.2| 18.6| 9.3 13.9
10.0, 7.1 12.8] 12.2) 7.5| 6.5 12.9
1.4l 107 12.5 9.5 9.0] 20.4f 9.1
6.8 6.8 7.2 9.2 4.8 56 3.8
5.2 58 56 6.9 21 2.8 4.5
43 38.1] 6.1 50 6.9 2.8......
: 2| 62 es 353 7.6 5.5 6.5 5.3
Median income.........oo... a.mla.mls,mlu.ow's,soolas.zsslaa.uo

Source: Tabulations from the Current Population Surcey, March 1062,
made by the Bureau of the Census for the Soclal Security Administration.

Familles with specified number of
: own children -
Total money income
Any | 1 3 3 | for
Total number (in thousands).| 2,225 871 577 388 30
Percent........oeveeenn .| 100.0] 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0{ 100.0
Under $1,000 "2 187 21| 27| 284
$1,000-81,900. ... .oeeniaannn 21.7 20.7 21.1 22.1 24.8
T 18.1 19.0 15.3 20.2 17.7
12.3 11.0 10.2 17.3 13.7
10.6 11.9 11.1 9.0 8.3
5.5 7.1 7.0 1.8 3.2
3.2 3.2 5.1 1.8 1.8
2.3 2.8 1.9 2.2 1.8
1.9 1.8 3.2 1.4 -4
2.2 3.7 1.9 ) IY N FUR,
Median income. . .....coceuaoee $2,320 | $2,535 | $2,385 | $2,255 | $1,860
Families with head year-round
{ull-time worker:
Percent of total... . ......... 25.8 33.7 25.8 18.7 14.3
Median {ncome. .ccccaaaacenan 83,875 | 83,970 | $4,385 (O] [O)

' Median not shown where base is less than 100,000.

Source: Tabulstions from the Current Population Survey, March 1962,
made by the Bm of the Census for the Soclal Security A@mszon.

The divorced or widowed mother is more likely
to have formal financial support arrangements for
herself and the children than the mother in‘a
family that breaks up for other reasons. In the

2 paul C. Glick, Marriage Patterns by Size of Place
(presented at the apn=nel meeting of the Population
Association ~* America, May 1962).




TasLE 4.—Income in 1961 of husband-wife families with own
children under age 18, by race

TABLE 5.-—Income in 1961 of families with female head with
own chﬂdren under age 18, by race

Familles with specified number of Famtlies with specified number of
own children . own chiidren
Total money income Total money income
1 4or . . 4or
Any 1 2 3 more Any 1 02 3 more_
‘White families White families
Total number (in thousands)| 21,815 | 6,792 o,m 4,310 3,788 Total number (In thousands).| 1,654 704 4“3 282 228
Percent._............. .. 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Under $1,000.............. - 2.1 2.1 1.7 2.2 2.7 2.2 16.1 22.9 2.5 39.1
$1,000-81,900____. ... _._... 1. 2.7 3.0 2.3 2.2 3.8 18.3 16.7 17.1 14.9 | 14.9
$2,000-$2,909. . ... ......... 5.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 17.8 19.68 13.3 21.5 14.3
7.9 7.9 8.0 8.7 9.2 12.8 11.8 12.1 17.4 11.8
10.9 10.6 11.2 10.6 11.2 4.3 14.5 13.9 11.8 9.9
14.8 13.9 14.8 15.1 16.4 7.1 8.7 8.6 2.6 4.3
12.9. 1.7 13.9 13.2 12.8 3.5 3.8 S.1 2.6 1.9
11.8 11.4 ‘11.2 12.4 11.7 2.9 3.5 2.5 1.5 3.1
14.1 14.5 15.3 13.2 12.3 2.2 2.3 2.9 2.1 .8
17.9 18.9 17.8 20.3 14.0 2.3 3.5 1.6 b2 U P
Medlan income. ................ $6,510 | 86,555 | $6,575 | $6,605 | $8,055 $2,675 | 82,875 | $2,815 | 82,580 | $1,750
Famllies with head year-round Familles with head yem'-round
full-time worker: full-time worker:
Percent of total.. . 77.1 78.1 78.7 78.8 76.3 Percent of total_........._.... 27.8 35.4 26.9 20.1 12.4
Median income $7,1900 | $8,995 | $7,100 | $6,600 Median income............... $4,285 | $4,310 | 34,590 (U] [V}
Noawhite families Nonwbite tagnﬂles
1,033 521 437 37 648 1687 14 104 lq&
100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100
8.8 7.0 8.6 4.4 8.3 28.7 2.5 2.2 13.
11.2 9.9 9.6 10.4 13.8 38.0 .7 39.5 33.
18.4 15.9 17.7 17.8 2.2 17.8 2.4 17.3 21.
15.1 15.0 11.4 21.1 14.8 8.0 5.1 7.2 16.
13.2 12.9 8.4 16.6 1.1 2.2 2.0 1.2 6.
9.9 7.5 14.3 5.6 10.9 I TR 1 I RN R
5.9 5.4 8.1 6.7 4.3 2.2 8.1 fecceannn 1.
8.2 8.0 4.8 6.3 5.6 tee
6.4 9.1 10.7 3.2 2.9
6.9 9.4 8.7 7.9 3.3
Median Income.........c........ $3,805 | 84,140 | 34,560 | 83,670 | $3,540-
" Famllles with head year-round , Familles with bead year-round A
full-time worker: full-time worker .
. 58.4 88.0 60.7 62.7 5.9 Percent of total. . ............. 22.1 0.8 foacamca)oacncnns 17.9
$4,610 | 35,200 | 85,485 | $4,250 | $4,195 Median lneome b ecea———— [ <+ 3 A HONRRORN RN AU -

Source: Tabulations from the Current Population Surcey, March 1062,
made by the Burean of the Census for the 8ocial Security Adminh:ratlon.

1960 Census, three-fifths of the white mothers with .

children under age 18 and no father in the home
were divorced or widowed; only 2 percent said

they had never been married. By contrast, only

one-third of the nonwhite mothers without a
husband claimed that they were divorced or
widowed, and 1 in 8 said they were never married
to the father of their children. :

" These figures include the large number of

mother-child groups counted in the Census as sub-
families (rather than families) because they lived
in the home of a related family rather than in
their own household. More than 1 in 5 of all
mother-child units in 1960 lived as a subfamily.?

3U. 8. Census of Population: 1960, Fmal Report
PC(1)-1D, table 185.

! Median not shown where base I3 less than 100,000.
Source: Tabulations from the Current Population Survey, March 1962,
by the Buresu of the Census for the Social'Security Administration.

A rise in the marriage disruption rate could

“signify a breakdown in family stability or an in- -

crease in the emancipation of women. In any case
it is likely to be accompanied by lower family
income. Despite the resulting economic disad-
vantage, among both white and nonwhite families
there is a growing number headed only by a
mother. By 1960 the total was 714 percent of all
families with own children rather than the 6 per-
cent of 10 years earlier. By March 1962 the
mother-child families represented 814 percent of

all families with own children::

Judged by the.1960 Census, young mothers who
are themselves family heads may have more chil-
dren than young women living with a husband.
Nearly one-third of all nonwhite women under
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itge 35 who were family heads had four or more

children, compared with a fourth of the wives of
men under age 35. For white women in this age
group, 1 in 7 of the family heads had at least four
children but only 1 in 9 of the women married to
a family head under age 35.* Until additional
information is av'ulable, one can only speculate
on the possible rehtlonshlp between too many
children, too little family income, and marriage
disruption. Among broken families as among two-
parent families, the larger ones are more often
found among those with lower incomes.

INCOME OF FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

_ On the average, in 1962 the mother raising her
children alone had the same number to look after
as the mother sharing family responsibility with
a husband, nlthough she usually had about 40 per-
cent as much income to do it on. The nonwhite
family, though larger, had lower income than the
white, as the figures below (from tables 4 and 5)
show:

Famlly status income, per
1961 family

White:

Husband-wife. .. i $6, 510 2.4

Mother only. .. oo eeeeeeeeaean 2,875 2.1
Nonwhite:

Husband-wife_ .. ....oooioooiii s - 3,898 3.0

Mother only . ..ot ceeacnceneceana 1,665 2.8

Only 1 in 13 of the husband-wife families with
children, and even fewer of the broken families
(3 percent) had the advantage, in terms of in-
come, of living on a farm. The 2.2 million non-
farm families composed of a mother and her chil-
dren under age 18 included 5 million “own” chil-
dren in 1961. Half of these units had less than
$2,340 to live on for the year. Four out of every
10 had less than $2,000. What is even more signifi-
cant is the consistent drop in income as the num-
ber of children increased : -

4In a paper entitled “Characteristics of Other Fami-
lies,” given at the Population Association of America
meeting in April 1963, John C. Beresford and Alice
Rivlin reported a cumulative fertility rate one-fourth
greater among ‘women who were mothers in 1960 but no
longer living with a husband than among those still
living with a husband.

Median | Children

.relatives;

Mother- [ Husband-
Number of own children child wife
fumilics | familics

$6,625
6,615
6,630
6,308

Families headed by a woman- include on the
average one more person in addition to the mother
and her own children (0.8 adult and 0.2 child),
and it is likely that the relatively few units with
incomes of $5,000 or more include other adults
who contribute their income to swell the family
exchequer. By contrast, husband-wife families in-
clude on the average only 0.04 related children in
addition to their own, and only 0.2 additional
adults.

There is no information on the income of the
more than -one-half million mother-child units
living as a subfamily in a household headed by a
relative. Judged by the data for 1956, these family
units have even less money of their own than the
mother-child groups who do not share a relative's
home. At that time the subfamilies of mothers
and children reported median income of $995 for
the year, less than three-fifths the median ($1,770)
for the other mother-child groups. The sub-
families average only one-half child less per unit,
hardly enough to make up for the difference in
income. In some cases, to be sure, the subfamily
may share in the income of the family with whom
it makes its home, and in others it is the sub-
family income that helps out the family.

The difference in income between husband-wife
families with children and similar subfamilies is
also great (medians for 1956 of $5,025 and $3,650,
respectively), but the number of such subfamilies
1s small. The chances are 16 times as high for a
mother-child unit as for a unit including 2 mother
and father to live as a subfamily in the home of
this fact in itself denotes the disad-
vantages faced by a mother raising her children
alone.®

5 Unpublished tabulations purchased by the Social Se-
curity Administration from the Bureau of the Census
show that 3 in every 10 mother-child families in 1956
had relatives in the home, ranging from 32 percent when
there was only one child to 21 percent when there were
five or. more children. Among families with both father
and mother present, only 2 in every 10 included relatives.

SU. 8. Census.of Population: 1960, Final Rcport,
PC(1)-1D, table 185.



Of the nearly 1 million subfamilies with own,

children in 1960, more than half were headed by a
mother. All told, 1.7 percent of all family groups
consisting of both parents and their children
under age 18 were subfamilies, compared witli
27.2 percent of the units consisting of a mother
and her cluldren under age 18.

Estirnﬁt_ed Incidence of Poverty

A crude criterion of income adequacy—that the

low-cost food plan priced by the Department of
Agriculture in January 1962 represents no more
than one-third of total income—consigns about 71
percent of the mother-child families to low-income
status. ‘Fven the use of the Department’s economy
plan, estimated to cost about 20 percent-less than
the low-cost plan, leaves at 61 percent the propor-
tion of the mother-child families who must devote
to food more than $1 out of $3 to get a nutritious
diet.

TasLe 6.—Number of families with own children under age
18 in low-income status. and number of children in these
families, by poverty status! -

[In thousands)

Familles with own Own children in
children ! fomilies ?

Resid and

" presenice of parents - Poor by Poor by Poor by|Poor by

Total [low-cost| econo- | Total {low-cost| econo-

diet |[my diet dict [my diet -

- Total number...... 26,227 ' 6,936 | 4,805 | 62,655 | 21,996 | 15,850
Mother and father_.... 23,748 1 5,2% | 3,375 | 57,109 | 17,481 11,725
Mectheronly..... ... 2,225 | 1,578 | 1,355 | 5,108 1 4,333 4,012
Fuatheronly_ ... _..___. 254 - 102 5 438 182 122
Nonfarm, number....| 24,349 | 6,237 | 4,239 | 57,425 | 19,634 | 13,932
Mother and father. __..{ 21,953 | 4.610 | 2.854 | 52,072 | 15,202 9,866
Motheronly._.... .-l 2,163} 1,536 1,320 4,951 4,268 3,962
- Fatheronly._...___._... 233 9 65 | - 402 164 104
. Form, number..... --{ 1,878 699 560 5,230 2,362 1,927

3 Families designated poor if total money income in 1961 was less than
three times the cost of un adequate diet in ‘terms of (1) a low-cost food
plan and (2) an economy Dplan. For the low-cost criterion, cost of an
adequate diet was estimated for each family size on the basis of food quantities
for adults amad children at January 1962 prices ag suggested by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for obtaining an adequate diet at low cost. A dollar
total of four-fifths of this low-cost estimate was taken as the cost of the more
restricted but still adequate diet suggested in the econamy plan to estimate
the number of families for whom the purchase of even the less expensive
cconomy diet would require over one-third of money income.

For farm families, who raise some of their own food, the purchased portion
of an adequate diet was assumed to be 60 percent of that of a nonfarm family
of similar composition. Sce -Department of Agriculture, Agricultural
Research Service, Family Food Plans and Food Costs, Home Econpmics
Research Report No. 20, November 1962, and Household Food Consum tion
Service, Food Con.mmphon and lmtary Levels of Houuholda in the U.S,,
Spring 1955 ARS 62-6,- August 1957.

1 Sons, daughters, stepchnldren or a etfned children of the family head ’

only; excludes children otherwise relat

to family head and all children
uvlng in subfamilics.

Source: Estimates derived from spectal tnbnlntlons of the Current Popula-

tion Survey, March 1962, made by.the Bureau of the Census for the Social

Security Admlnist.ratlon, and from food Bem and food costs published by
the Agricultural Research Service of the Department of Agriculture.

The proportion of income that must. be used. for
food has long been regarded as an indicator of the
standard of living. Commonly, high-income
families spend more dollars for their food than
low-income families but nevertheless use up a
smaller share of total income in doing so; they
thus have relatively more money free for other
things. Recent studies of food consumed by fami-
lies in the United States showed that, on an aver-
age, the expenditures for food came to one-third
of family money income (after taxes) for both
farm and nonfarm families. Poorer families gen-
erally devoted more than one-third of income to
food, and those better off used less of their income
in this way.”

The food plans of the Department of Agricul-
ture suggest quantities and types of” food that
meet desirable nutritional goals and at the same
time conform to the common food preferences of
American families. Their low-cost food plan has

Jong been used as a guide for families who must

watch food expenses because of low income or who
choose to do so for other reasons. The economy
plan at even lower cost, recently issued by the
Department, still will pxonde adequate nutrition.
Though not every family spending as much ‘as
these plans will automatically choose the foods
that make up an adequate diet, a family spending

. less is not likely to end up with food meeting

recommended nutritional goals. The economy and
low-cost food plans are by no means subsistence
diets, but they do assume that the housewife will
be a careful shopper, a skillful cook, and & good
manager who will prepare all the family’s meals
at home. There is ne additional allowance for
snacks or the higher cost of meals away from
home or meals served to guests. Nor is there
extra allowance for the ice-cream vendor or the
soda pop so often a part of our children’s daily
diet. According to recent surveys, the average
family, unless restricted by lack of income, is
likely to spend considerably more than the low-

_cost plan or the economy plan suggests.

Having a father in the home by no means
guarantees income adequacy. Among nonfarm
husband-wife families the proportion bringing up
thexr children on income too low to permit ‘tde-

"The Census distributions relate to- income” befpre
rather than after taxes. This timing should not affect
the relationship for low-income families, many of whom

~are not subject to tax.
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quate living ranges from 13 percent to 21 percent—
3-5 million families in all. The exact number
depends on whether one chooses the low-cost or
the economy food plan as the frame of reference.

There are few farm families composed of a
mother and her children under age 18. But of
the 134 million farm families in which young
children live with hoth parents, a food-income re-
lationship similar to that for the nonfarm fami-
lies® designates 29-36 percent as being in low-
income status. In sum, for all families with one
or more own children under age 18, irrespective of
where they lived, it is estimated that at least 434
million, and perhaps as many as 7 million—18-26
percent—had incomes so low in 1961 that to buy

‘the food needed for an inexpensive but adequate

diet might well mean doing without other neces-
sities (table 6).

Because larger families tend to have incomes
less nearly adequate for their needs than other
families, the proportion of children in poverty
status is even higher than the proportion of fami-
lies. It ranges from 25 percent to 35 percent,
depending on whether one uses the economy diet
or the low-cost food plan as the criterion. As of
March 1962, if allowance is made not only for own
children but for related children, most of whom
are in subfamilies,® it is found that 17-23 million
children are subject to the hazards of insufficient
family funds. Even with the minimum estimate
of 17 million, there -would be 1 poor child under
age 18 for nearly every person aged 65 or older.

The criterin used for classification are ad-
mittedly crude. Some persons will deem them too
generous, others too stringent. Other criteria
could be applied with much the same result. The

income cut-off point at which no Federal income

tax is required, for example, yielded an estimate
for 1959 of 16 million children in low-income

8 The 1935 Department of Agriculture Food Consump-
tion Survey found that, in terms of what it would cost
to buy, 40 percent of the food used by farm families
came from the home farm or garden. The purchased
food, like that of the nonfarm families, averaged one-
third of money income.

9 As a working approximation, in the absence of cur-
rent income data, the same proportion of children in sub-
families have been assumed in poverty status as the pro-
portion of own children in families. The total number of
children in subfamilies was estimated at 1.8 million, of
whom 895,000 were living with the mother only, 725,000

with both parents, and close to 125, 000 with the father
only.

. be caught in the sieve as well.

status, or 1 in every 4. Recent estimates of the
number of persons of all ages with inadequate in-
come have varied from 1 in every 5 to nearly
11in 3.

Because of the diversity of conditions in this
large country, and in acknowledgment of the dif-
ferences in needs even among families similar in
composition, one usually must select a procedure
to maximize either specificity or validity. The
method chosen may fail to do either, it will almost
never do both. Thus one may elect to be so con-
servative that any family identified as poor will
be unquestioningly acknowledged as such but
others almost as bad off will not be counted. Or
one can set such standards that no one truly poor
will be missed in the screening process, but a num-
ber of others not truly in low-income status will
In the present
instance the two estimates may well typify the two
extremes, ranging from 'those undeniably in
poverty status to those who risk deprivation be-
cause income is uncomfortably low.

By way of suggesting the level. of living im-
plied by the present approximation, the income
required for a husband, wife, and two children
not on a farm would be $3,165 by the more con-
servative measure, or $3,955 by the more liberal.
The mnother-and-two-child family, with *allow-
ance for the additional relative assumed to be
living with the family, would require $2,945 or
$3,680.

Some Factors Associated with Low Incomes

The 214 million families composed of 2 mother
and her children today represent only one-twelfth
of all families with children, yet they make up
more than a fourth of all families classified as
poor. Together with the 510,000 mothers who are
currently living with their children as a subfamily
in the home of a relative and who are even poorer,
they are raising more than 6 million children.
More than a fourth of these families are nonwhite,

—a reflection of the fact already cited that non-
white children are more likely than white children
to be brought up without a father. Of the families

10 Lenore A. Epstein, “Some Effects of Low Income on
Children and Their Families,” Social Sccurity Bulletin,
February 1961.
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of children with both parents present on]y 1 in
every 12 is nonwhite.

“1When the statistics for white and nonwhite
families are taken separately, they show, as ex-
pected, that the. nonwhite families fare worse.
Even the white mother raising her children with-
out a father in the home usually does so, however,
on a limited income.
$2,675 for the white families and $1 665 f01 the
nonwlute, but the nonwhite mothers had, on the
~ average, nearly three children each ‘md the white
mothers slightly more than two.

Nonwhite families in general,
smaller incomes, are considerably larger. Three
out of every 5 mother-child families with six or
‘more children are nonwhite, but -only 1 out of 5
among those with one child. A fourth of the
husband-wife families with six or more children
are nonwhite, in contrast to 7 percent of those
with a single child.

. The figures suggest, for both white and non-’

' \\'lute families, that it is the poor who have more
children——not. that the ffumly is poor because it
has children. :

Despite recent, advancés in school enrollment,
in 1960 the mothers in broken families generally
reported little education. Nonwhite mothers had
considerably less; more than one-third had not

_ TaBLE 7.—Income in 1961 of families with own children
under age 18, by race and work status of family head

Husband-wﬂc families anmcs with femnlc head
White . Nonwhite White Nonwhite
Total money ' - -
income Head Head Head Head
year& year& yem-;l year;1 .
roun roun: roun roun
fal- {Other} Tpoy " |Other| T ™ |Other} Ty 7 Other
time time time time
worker|. worker| worker worker
Total number of
famtilies (In
thousands)..| 16,810] 4.096] 1.129{ 804|  455{ 1,199] 126 445
Number of own
children per .
family.. ... 2.4 2.4 2.90 3.0 L7 2.3 2.3] 30
Porcgnt ......... 100.0] 100.0] 100.0} 100.0 100.0I 100.0; 100.0{ 100.0
| 1.4/ 4.7 4.6 109 .7l 20.20 6.7 28.4
1.5 7.1 6.81 17.9 5.3f 21.3] 30.3] 37.6
2.9 1.1 12 8| 24.4 17.0] 17.4/ 23.6; 18.6
5.9 12.9 18.5] 18.1 21,7 10.9 . 20.2 0.6
9.3] 14.6 15.0] 10.8{ 20.0 9.7 2.2 3.4
‘15,1 1421 12,00 7.2 12.3| 4.7 1.1 .9
A .. 13.9f 10.5) 8.1 3.2 8.3] 1.8 4.5 1.9
$7,000and over....| 50.0f 24.3) .25.3| .10.6] 14.7 5.2} 1.2} 1.6
Median income.. .. ooslu ml a.mo|rz r-m’ 51 ms'n ssol 2, 340'31 340

Source: Derived from tabuiations of Current Population Survey, March
1962, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.

The median income was ’

- earnings generally s

A ciesp ite their

finished the eighth grade, twice the proportion
among the \\']ute mothers.

Finally, the nonwhite mother is some\\'h'u; less
likely to work year round and full time, and when
she does she earns much less than the ‘white
mother who works all year. The difficulty a
mother has in raising children alone if she cannot
hold down' a nefrul'u full-time job is pown.mtl)
suggested by the figures in table 7. YWomen’s
average-less than men’s, and
those who must adapt thelr work schedule to the
demands of child care find income markedly ve- .
duced. Two-fifths of the white mothers who did
‘not work year round in 1961 and one-half of the
nonwhite mothers had weekly incomes of less
than $30.00 in 1961. As though to compound this
handicap, the mothers without a full-time job
were likely to have larger families to care for:

INCOME-SUPPORT PROGRAMS

. Some of the mother-child families may be re-
ceiving aid from public programs, but those who
must depend on them exclusively are likely to
find-themselves in low-income status. The public
programs specifically designed to aid families
that can no longer count on a father's earnings are
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance and
aid.to families with dependent children. (A num-
ber of mothers and children also receive pay-
ments under Veterans Admmlstratlon programs.)

" The old- -age, survivors, and disability insurance
program cares for children with father dead or
permanently disabled. It pays benefits without a
means test, in amounts.related to the father's
previous earnings. - Currently 21% million' chil-
dren and their mothers are receiving paynents
under this program. In December 1961, benefits
.went to about 55 percent of all family groups con-
sisting of a widowed mother and children and to
70 percent of all paternal orphans under age 18.
An additional 80,000 widowed mothers could have
been receiving benefits were it not for their earn-
ings. . The children of a deceased worker continue
to receive -their benefits even 4if their mother,
through remarriage or because of her own earn-
ing capacity, no lqnger needs her benefit.

The amounts paid are not large, but they are,
on' the average, substantially better than those
‘payable under public-assistance .in many States.
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A widowed mother and two or more children cur-
rently receive family benefits that average be-
tween $180 and $190 a month. Survivor families
of three or more children, when the mother is not
herself drawing benefits, receive an average of
$160; the average is $125 when there are only two
children. These amounts would hardly provide

gracious living if they were the sole source of

income.

With 9 out of 10 workers now covered by the
Federal insurance program, the chances are al-
most that high that, when a father”dies today
(or becomes disabled), his child will be able to
count on some regular income until he reaches age
18. On the other hand, for children bereft of sup-
port because the father and mother separate, di-
vorce, or were never married—a much more com-
mon family crisis—the possibility of support
under a public program is much more limited.

The program of aid to families with dependent
children, which is the most applicable to this
group, currently makes payments on behalf of
children in nearly a million families. Three out
of every 4 of these families have no father in the
home. At the end of 1961, payments were going
to some 625,000 families with no father in the
home—Tless than half the total estimated to be in
need, and possibly not more than 4 in 10. To the
extent that eligibility for participation in surplus-
food-distribution or food-stamp programs is re-
lated to eligibility for public assistance, many of
the needy mother-child families who receive no
assistance may be barred from these also.

A.recent University of Michigan study, with a
more complex definition of poverty, arrived at a
similar estimate.’* The authors calculated that
public assistance went to less than a fourth of all
families defined as poor during 1959, and to 38
percent of those poor families composed of one
parent and young children.

It may be worth noting that, although onlyv

625,000 mother-child families were receiving aid
to families with dependent children at the end of
1961, there were then about 900,000 mother-child
families in which the mother did not work full
time throughout ‘the year and family income
totaled less than $2,000 (table 7).

11 Jaines N. Morgan and others, Income and Welfarc
in the United States, McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1962,

page 216.

With the low standards. for aid to families with
dependent children prevailing in many States,
dependence on that program for support is in
itself likely to put the recipient family in low-
income status. Fifty percent of all payments of
aid to families with dependent children go to
family units of four or more, but only 29 percent
of all the recipient families in the country draw
$150 or more a month. Many States have limits
on the maximum payment under aid to families
with dependent children, and nine States will pay
no more than $155 a month regardless of need.

" The average payment per family as reported in a

study late in 1961 was only $112.12

Admittedly, some families have income from -
other sources besides aid to families with depend-
ent children—income usually taken into account
in figuring the size of their monthly assistance
payment. The 1961 study indicates that the assist-
ance payments represent four-fifths of the aggre-
gate income of all recipient families. About every
other family on the assistance rolls (45 percent)
had some additional income (including income in
kind) ; the average for all families amounted to
$27, bringing total income per family—to support -
on the average one adult and three children—to
$140 a month.

The overall poverty of the recipient families is

 suggested by the fact that, according to the stand- -

ards set up in their own State, half of them are
still in financial need even with the assistance
payment. The average amount of such unmet need
was $40 a month per family and ranged from a
deficit of less than $20 in 13 percent of those
whose requirements were not fully met to $75 or
more in 6 percent.!s

Inadequacy of Existing Programs

The data: outlined for mother-child families
as a group suggest how few of the benefits of our
existing social programs, as administered, are
likely to trickle down to them. In terms of eco-

12 Robert H. Mugge, “Aid to Families with Dependent
Children: Initial Findings of the 1961 Report on the
Characteristics of Recipients,” Social Security Bulletin,
March 1963.

13 Welfare Administration, Bureau of Family Services,
Division of Program Statisties and Analysis, Character-
istics of Families Receiving Aid to Familics iwith Dec-
pendent Children, November-December 1961, April 1963.
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. nomic progress,s we may be well on the way to
establishing a . “caste of untouchables,” with
mother-child families as the nucleus. {Since most
of the mothers in these families are separated,
divorced from, or never married to the father of
their children—rather than widowed—social in-
surance benefits to dependents of retired, deceased,
or disabled workers are not available to them.

VIany of these mothers work in private house-
holds, in retail stores, and in laundries and other
service -establishments not covered by Federal
minimwn wage laws or unemployment insurance.
Three out of every 5 of the nonwhite mothers who
are employed are working at service jobs, includ-
ing domestic work in private households. Two
out of 5 of the employed white mothers are cleri-

cal, sales, or kindred workers. :

A 31umber of these mothers work intermittently,
-with the result that their future old-age benefits
will undoubtedly be minimal. Thus we may al-
rendy be creating the old-age assistance caseload
" of the 1980's.

‘Although more than half the mothers are em-
ployed. in the course of a year, often they do not

hold down a regular. full-time job. (Fifty-four.

percent of the mothers heading broken families
‘were reported ‘at work by -the -Bureau of the
Census in April 1960, but only 1 in 4 of those
- interviewed .in the Census sample for March 1962
had worked full time throughout 1961.):
- With day care of young children largely un-
~available or in any event beyond their means, the
mothers’ - employment opportunities will be se-
verely limited or children must be left unattended.
‘Manpower and retraining programs up to now
‘lave offered little to the woman with as little
formal .education as most of these mothers have.
Rehabilitation programs have seldom provided
for child care while the mother is being trained.

Many of the same difficulties characterize the
-father:in husband-wife families with inadequate
. income. - Such families as a group can look to even
less help from public programs than broken fami-
lies can. It is perhaps the inability of the man to
earn—particularly among nonwhites—that is con-
ducive to the marriage disruption or the failure
ever to undertake legal marriage that leaves so
many mothers to bring up children without a
father. Research now under way suggests that
families with the father an unskilled laborer, as
well as broken families, contribute much more

than their proportiomte ‘share of high school
freshmen who rank low in aptitude. :

. There are more children deprived by low ffumly
income of their rightful chance at making their
way in society \\ho lne with both a father and
mother than there are suml‘u‘ly deprived cluldren
living. with the mother only. One of the \\"135 to
abatc the problem of the low-income mother- child

family is to take appropriate action \\lule the
family is stxll ]llt‘lct ~ -

- LEGACY OF POVERTY.

* A considerable: bod) of data is bemg accumu-
lated ‘on the subject of transmission of poverty.
Some of the results of current study are conflict-
g and difficult to interpret, and much research is
still needed. There seems sufficient basis, however,
for adopting as a working hypothesis that perhaps
the single medium most conducue to the growth
of poverty and dependency is poverty itself. The
corollary might be that, although adequate family
income alone is not a-suflicient condition to guar-
antee that children will escape low-income Status

“as adults, it is usually a necessary one. There are
;peop]e whose only legacy to their children is the

same one of poverty and deprivation tlmt they

' _recelved from tlieir own parents.

A\ récently released study of caées assisted by

~aid to families with dependent childreii shows
_ that, for a nationwide sample of such families

whose cuses were closed early in 1961, “more than

40 percent of the mothers and/or fathers were

raised in homes where some form of assistance
had been received at some time.”** Nearly half
these cases had received aid to families with de-
pendent children. This estimated proportion that
received some type of aid is more than four times
the almost. 10 ‘percent estimated for the -total

- United States population. With education so im-

portant these days for any chance at a well-paying
job, the educational attainment of children for-
merly receiving aid to families with -dependent
children fell well below that of the same age
group in the general population. Thirteen per-
cent of the total population aged 18-24 had not
gone beyond the eighth grade, but in'the sample of

1+ M. Elaine Burgess and l)uniel O. Price, An Amcrican’
D(’puulf‘n()J (‘hallnuc, American -Public Welfare As:o-
ciation, 1963, page 21.
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families recelvmg aid the corresponding propor-
tion was twice as high.*®

Similarly, the Unnersity of Michigan study
reported that among all families with -children
no longer in school the children had gone through
high school or beyond in 65 percent, but that in
only 45 percent of the families defined as poor
was this true.’

Poor families have been found in various studies
not only to have less resources but much less often
to have aspirations toward providing a college
education for their children, despite the fact that
education today is the key not only to a better job
but to any job at all. A recent study of young
people aged 16-24 in the labor force and no longer
in school reported the relationship of unemploy-
ment to educational attainment, as shown below.'

Percent
Educational attainment unemploycd
Not high school graduate -ccoceoovemmnmaaccaaa. 14
High school graduate, no college e eeeceecmaaaoo 7
Some college, not graduate - .occeommoean. (]
College graduate oo -— 3

Despite recent advances, it is still expected that
almost 3 out of every 10 youths entering the labor
force during the years ahead will not have com-
pleted high school and that a third of these—
about 250,000 a year—will not even have gone
through elementary school.*®* Almost surely, they
will have to live out their lives and support thenr
own children on only a minimum wage.

Children from the broken families who repre-
sent so large a proportion of the poor undoubtedly
will often fall in the same unskilled category.
The mothers with no education or cultural expec-
tation for themselves, with little money to provide
a home environment conducive to study, and
needing the help of their older children’s earnings
to satisfy the bread-and-butter needs of the
younger ones, often are in no position to encourage
even gifted children to stay in school, though
scholarships are available. The fact that schools
in poor neighborhoods are likely to be short on

15 I'bid., page 108.

18 James Morgan op. cit., page 211,

17 Bureau of the Cem,us, Farm Population, ERS(P—-
27), No. 30, August 1961, page 28.

18 Sar A. Levitan, Youth Employment Act, The W. E.
Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, February
1963, page 5.

counselors, books, and other tools needed by the
student will serve to compound rather than miti-
gate the home deficiency.”®

* The deleterious effects of poverty on health,
nutrition, and other living conditions have also
been noted.?® There is, to be sure, no unanimity
on the question of inherited deprivation. Some
feel that it is lack of motivation or an innate lack
of ability that is transmitted rather than lack of
opportunity. For some children an overlay of
discrimination combines with low-income status
to perpetuate the deprivation. In his Civil Rights
Message ‘of February 1963, President Kennedy
said:

The Negro baby born in America today-—regardless of
the section or State in which he is born—has about one-
half as much chance of completing high school as a, white
baby born in the same place on the same day, one-third
as much chance of becoming a professional man, twice
as much chance of becoming unemployed, about one-
seventh as much chance of earning $10,000 per year, a
life expectancy which is 7 years less, and the prospects
of earning only half as much.

There is need for considerable refinement of the
definition or standards by which poverty is to be
measured, if we are to trace its course with
assurance. Nevertheless, compelling evidence al-
ready suggests a lingering reservoir of self-
perpetuating low-income status among particular
population groups—toils the individual often is
powerless to escape and a deprivation that falls in
large part outside the scope of existing remedial
programs. Along with the basic research into the
cause and long-range cure for chronic low income,
there is need for more thoroughgoing inquiry into
the characteristics of those currently affected and
a means of counteracting some of the more dire
social consequences, at least for children.

If it be true that the children of the poor today
are themselves destined to be the impoverished
parents of tomorrow, then some social interven-
tion is needed to break the cycle, to interrupt the
circuits of hunger and hopelessness that link gen-
eration to generation. For the common benefit of
all we must assure the security and well-being of
all our children—at the same time the Nation’s
most. precious and most perishable resource.

19 James Bryant Conant, Slums and Suburbs, McGraw-
Hill Book Co., Inc., 1961.
20 Lenore A. Epstein, op. cit. -
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Counting the Poor:

Another Look at the Poverty Profile

When the Council of Economic Advisors used
annual income of less than 33,000 to define fami-
lies living in poverty, it noted that this was a
crude and appromz'mate measure. Obviously the

amount of cash income required to maintain any

given level of living will be different for the
_family of two and the family of eight, for the
person living in a large metropolitan area and a
person of the same age and sex living on a farm.

An article published in the July 1963 issue of
the Bulletin, “Children of the Poor,” suggested
one way of deriving rough measures of the
amounts needed by families of different size. This
analysis has now been carried considerably fur-
ther to define equivalent incomes at a poverty
level for a large number of different family types.
The Social Security Administration obtained
from the Bureau of the Census special tabulations
from the March 1964 Current Population Survey
classifying families and unrelated individuals as
above or below these poverty cutoff points.

The method used to derive this variable poverty
line is described in the following article, which
also gives a summary picture of the groups who
fell below the line on the basis of their 1963 in-
comes. The total number of poor remains about
_the same as when the cruder measure of income s

used, but the composition of the group is notably '

different.

This article deals primarily with families of
two or more persons. A subsequent article will
analyze the situation of unrelated individuals and
of aged persons living in families headed by
younger persons. The differences between Negro
and white families and individuals 10ill also be
examined in more detail. ' »

The method of measuring equivalent levels of
living that is presented here is still relatively
crude. The Division of Research and Statistics is

attempting to develop more refined measures

based on the relationship of income and consump-

* Division of Research and Statistics.

by MOLLIE ORSHANSKY*

tion. Such studies will take time. Until they can
be completed; the indexes used here provide a
more sensitive method than has hitherto been
available of delineating the profile of poverty in
this country and of measuring changes in that
profile over time.

A REVOLUTION of expectations has taken
place in this country as well as abroad. There is
now a conviction that everyone has the right to
share in the good things of life. Yet there are

“still many who must watch America’s parade of

progress from the sidelines, as they wait for their
turn—a turn that does not come. The legacy of
poverty awaiting many of our children is the
same that has been handed down to their parents, '
but in a time when the boon of prosperlty is more
general the taste of poverty is more bitter.

Now, however, the Nation is committed to a
battle against poverty. And as part of planning
the how, there is the task of identifying the whom.
The initiation of corrective measures need not
wait upon final determination of the most suit-
able criterion of poverty, but the interim standard
adopted and the characteristics of the population
thus described will be important in evaluating the
effectiveness of the steps taken.

There is not, and indeed in a rapidly changing
pluralistic society there cannot be, one standard
universally accepted and uniformly applicable by
which it can be decided who is-poor. Almost in-
evitably a single criterion applied across the
board must either leave out of the count some who
should be there or include some who, all things
considered, ought not be classed as indigent. There
can be, however, agreement on some of the con-
siderations to be taken into account in arriving
at a standard. And if it is not possible to state
unequivocally “how much is enough,” it should
be possible to assert with confidence how much,
on an average, is too little, Whatever the level at
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~which we -peg the concept of “too, little,” the-

measure of income used should reflect at least
roughly an equivalent level of living for individ-
uals and families of different size.and composition.

In such terms, it is the purpose of this paper
to sketch a profile of poverty based on a particu-
lar income standard that makes allowance for the
different needs of families with varying numbers
of adults and children to support. It recoornwes,
too, that a family on a farm normally is able to
manage, on somewhat less cash income than a
family living in a city. As an example, a family.
‘of father, mother, two young children, and no
other relatives is assumed on the average to need
a minimum of $1,860 today if living on a farm
and $3,100 elsewhere. It should go without say-
ing that, although such cutoff points have their
place when the economic well-being of the popu-
lation at large is being assessed, they do not neces-
sarily apply with equal validity to each individual
family in its own specml setting.,

The standard itself is admittedly arbitrary,
but not unreasonable. It is based essentially on
the amount of income remmmng after allowance
for an adequate diet at minimum cost. Under the
criterin adopted, it is estimated that in 1963 .a

total of 7.2 million families and 5 million indi-.-

viduals living alone or with norirelatives (exclud-
ing persons in institutions) lacked the. where-
withal to live at anywhere near a tolerable level.
Literally, for the 3414 million .persons involved—
15 million of ther~ children under age 18 and 5
million persons aged 65 or older—everyday living

implied choosing between an adequate diet of the

most economical sort and some other necessity be-
cause there was not ‘money enough to have both.
" There are others in need: not included in this
count. Were one to add in the hidden poor, the

1.7 million elderly and the 1.1 million members: -

of  subfamilies—including 600,000 - children—

whosé own income does not permit independent -

living at a minimum standard but who escape
poverty by llvmg in a household with relatives
whose combined income is adequate for all, the
number of poor rises to nemly 375 mllhon
persons.

“«

The aggregate income avmlable to the 7.2 mil- .

lion families and 5 million individuals in 1963

was only 60 percent as much as ‘_t-hey, needed, or.

about $1114 billion less than their:estimated mini-
mum’ requirements. :

THE POVERTY PROFILE |

From data reported to the Bureau of. the
Census in March 1964, it can be inferred that 1 in
7 of all families of two or more and almost half
of all persons hvmg alone or with nonrelatives
had incomes too low in 1963 to enable them to eat -
even the minimal diet that could be expected to
provide adequate nutrition and still have enough
left over to pay for all other living essentials.
Such a_judgment is.predicated on the assumption
that, at current prices and current standards, an
average family of four can achieve an adequate
diet on about 70 cents a day per person for all
food and an additional $1.40 for all other items—
from housing: and,medical care to clothing and
carfare.! For those dependent on a regular pay
check, such a. budget would mean, for the family
of four, total family earnings of $60 a week.

By almost any realistic definition, individuals
and families with such income—who.include more
than a fifth of all our children—must be counted
among our undoubted poor: A somewhat less con- -
servative but by no means generous standard,
calling for.about 90 cents a day for food per per-
son and a total weekly income of $77, would add 8.8
million adults and 6.8 million children to the ros-

“ter. There.is thus a total of 50 million persons—

of whom 22 million are’ young children—who-live
within the bleak circle of poverty or at least hover
around. its edge. In these terms, though progress
has been made, there are still from a fifth to a
fourth of our citizens whose situation reminds us
that all is not yet well in America. ,
Who are these people who tug at the national
conscience? Are they all social casualties, visited
by personal misfortune, like the woman left alone
to raise a family? Are they persons who find little
opportunity to earn their living, like the aged and .

‘the unemployed? Or are they perhaps mainly

Negroes and members of other.-minority groups,
living out the destiny of their years of discrimi-
nation? These groups, to be sure, are among the
poorest of the poor, but they are not alone.

The population groups most vulnerable to the
risk of inadequate income have long been identi-

1 Estimates are. based on a per capita average for all
4-person nonfarm families. Costs will average slightly'
more in smali households and less in larger omes. A
member of a 2-person family, for example, would need
74 cents a day for food and $2 a day for other items.
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fied and of late much publicized, but they make
up only a small part of all the Nation’s poor.

Families headed by a woman are subject to a
risk of poverty three times that of units headed
by a man, but they represent only a fourth of all
persons in families classed as poor. Indeed, al-
most three-fourths of the poor families have a
man as the head.

Children growing up without a father must get '

along on less than they need far more often than
children living with both parents. In fact, two-
thirds of them are in families with madequate
income. But two-thirds of all the children in the
families called poor do live in a home with a man
at the head.

Many of our aged have inadequate incomes, but
almost -four-fifths of the poor families have some-
one under age 65 at the head. Even among persons
who live alone, as do so many aged women, nearly
half of all individuals classified as poor have not
yet reached old age.

Nonwhite families suffer a poverty risk three
times as great as white families do, but 7 out of
10 poor families are white.

And finally, in our work-oriented society, those
who cannot or do not work must expect to be
poorer than those who do. Yet more than half of
all poor families report that the head currently
has a job. Moreover, half of these employed
family heads, representing almost 30 percent of
all the families called poor, have been holding
down a full-time job for a whole year. In fact,
of the 7.2 million poor families in 1963, 1'in every
6 (1.3 million) is the family of a white male
worker who worked full time throughout the
year. Yet this is the kind of family that in our
present society has the best chance of’ escapmg
poverty.

All told, of the 15 million children under age 18
counted as poor, ubout 53 million were in the
family of a man or woman who had a full-time
iob all during 1963. :

DEFINING THE POVERTY LINE

Poverty has many facets, not all reducible to
money. Even in such terms alone, it will not be
possible to obtain unanimous consent to a list of
goods and services that make up the sine qua non
and the dollars it takes to buy them. The dif-

ficulty is compounded in a country svch as ours,
which has long since passed the stage of struggle
for sheer survival.

In many parts of the world, the overriding
concern for a majority of the populace every day
is still “Can-I live?” For the United States as a
society, it is no longer whether but how. Although
by the levels of living prevailing elsewhere, some
of the poor in this country might be well-to-do,
no one here today would settle for mere subsist-
ence as the just due for himself or his neighbor,
and even the poorest may claim more than bread.
Yet as yesterday’s luxuries become tomorrow’s -
necessities, who can definé for today how much is
enough? And in a society that equates economic
well-being with earnings, what is the floor for
those whose earning capacity is limited or absent
altogether, as it is for aged persons and children?

Available Standards for Food Adequacy

Despite the Nation’s technological and social
advance, or perhaps because of it, there is no gen-
erally accepted standard of adequacy for essen-
tials of living except food. Even for food, social
conscience and custom dictate that there be not
only sufficient quantity but sufficient variety to
meet recommended nutritional goals and conform
to customary eating patterns Calories alone will
not be enough.

Food plans prepared by the Department of
Agriculture have for more than 30 years served
as a guide for estimating costs of food needed by
families of different composition. The plans rep-.
resent a translation of the criteria of nutritional
adequacy set forth by the National Research
Council into quantities and types of food com-
patible with the preference of United States
families, as revealed in food consumptlon studies.
Plans are developed at varying levels of cost to
suit the needs of families with different amounts
to spend. All the plans, if strictly followed, can
provide an acceptable and adequate diet, but—
generally speaking—the lower the level of cost,
the more restricted the kinds and qualities of food "
must be and the more the skill in marketing and
food preparation that is required.?

2 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Family Food
Plans and Food Costs, Home Economics Research Re-*
port No. 20, November 1962.
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Each plan specifies the required weekly quan-
tities of foods in particular food groups for indi-
viduals of varying age and sex. The Department
regularly publishes cost estimates at United States
average prices based on the assumption that all
meals are prepared at home from foods purchased
.at retail. : Because no allowance is made for using
any food from the home farm or garden, the cost

estimates are not applicable to farm families with-

out some adjustment, although the quantities
~ presumably could be.
. The low-cost plan, adapted to the food patterns
of families in the lowest third of the income
range, has for many years been used by welfare
agencies as a basis for food allotments for needy
families and others who wished to keep food costs
down. Often, however, the actual food allowance
for families receiving public assistance was less
-than that .in the low-cost plan. Although spend-
ing as muchas this food plan recommends by no
means guarantees. that diets will be adequate,
families spending- less are more likely to have
diets falling below the recommended allowances
for Some important nutrients. :
Recently the Department of Agriculture began
to issue an “economy” food plan, costing only
75-80 percent as much as.the basic low-cost plan,
for “temporary or emergency use when funds are

* low.” In January 1964, this plan suggested foods .

costing $4.60 a week per person, an average of

only 22 cents a meal per person in a 4-person

family.> For some family members, such as men
and teen-age boys, the cost was higher; for others
—Young children and women, for example—it
was less. '

The- food plan as such includes no additional
allowance for meals eaten out or other food eaten

3 With recommended adjustments for family size, small
families are allowed somewhat more and larger families
somewhat less, and for all families the actual amounts
of food suggested will vary with the sex and age of the
members. Even in a 4-person family, the per capita cost
will vary slightly from the figure cited, depending upon
whether it includes teen-agers with high food require-
ments or a younger child or an aged member with food
needs less than average. :

Recent revisions in suggested food quantities to allow
for changes in the Recommended Dietary Allowances re-
sult in alinost no change in the costs of the plans on
the average. Foods for men of all ages and girls aged

- 9-12 Cost slightly less than before, and foods for women
under age 55 cost slightly more. (See Family Economics
Reviéw (U.S. Department of Agriéulture), October
1964.) N :

~ families could be classified.

away from home. Meals eaten by family members
at school or on the job, whether purchased or
carried from home, must still ‘come out of the
same household food allowance.

The food costs for individuals according to this

'economy plan, at January 1964 prices, were used

as the point of departure for determining the
minimum ‘total- income requirement for families
of different types. An additional set of poverty
income points was computed, using the low-cost
plan with its average per capita weekly cost of
$5.90. - ‘ S

Choosing Representative Family Typés

Moving from the cost of food for a family to
the total income required entailed three basic
steps. First, since the food plans show estimated
costs separately for individuals in 19 age-sex
classes, and since it is suggested that these be.
further adjusted for family size, it was necessary
to define the family size and composition proto:
types for which food costs would be computed.

' It was then necessary to decide how much addi-"

tional income to allow for items other than food,
and finally how to relate the cash needs of farm
families to those of their comparable nonfa
cousins. : : :
In view of the special interest in the economic
status of families with children, and because logic
suggests that income requirements are related to
the number in the family, estimates were made
separately for nonfarm families varying in size

- from two members to seven or more, further cias-

sified by sex of head and number of related chil-
dren under age 18. To allow for the special inter-
est in the aged, the majority of whom live alone -
or in couples, 2-person families were further clgs-
sified by age of head as those under age 65 or aged
65 and older, for a total of 58 nonfarm ‘family
types. Four additional income cutoffs for male
and female unrelated individuals—classified as
under age 65. or aged 65 or older—were derived
from the standards for 2-person families. With
the matching set of economy level incomes for
farm residents and, finally, the replication of the
entire matrix at the low-cost level, a total of 248
separate income points was derived by which-

For obvious reasons, only one age-sex composi-
tion grouping. could be assumed for each of the
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separate family types, but even with this restric-
tion there was still much left to decide. There
was no existing cross-tabulation showing family
size by number of minor children, let alone by
their age. And correspondingly little information
was available on the age and sex of adults other
than the family head and spouse. The Decennial
Census of 1960 does include distributions of fami-
lies with specified numbers of own children, by
ages of youngest and oldest child.* For families
with more than two children, ages were arbi-
trarily assigned to the intermediate children,
and corresponding food costs for all of them com-
puted from the food plan. Families with a given
number of children, who in the original table
were arrayed in order of age of youngest child by
age of oldest child, were then rearrayed in order
of ascending cost of food for all their children.
The age constellation chosen for the budget
prototype of families with a specified number of
_children marked the two-thirds point in the dis-
tribution of families arrayed by the estimated
total food cost for the children. Because food re-
quirements for children increase rapidly with ad-
vancing age and the food plan cost is already
critically low, this protection was deemed neces-
sary to ensure adequate allowance for growing
youngsters. Children tended to be older in fami-
lies with a female head than in families with a
male head, and the larger the family the younger
the average age of the children. The average
costs as computed therefore vary accordingly.
For example, the per capita weekly food cost
for all family members combined, after adjust-
ment for family size, was $6.00 per person for a
2-person family consisting of a man and a child;
it was $4.30 for a 6-person family of a mother and
five children.
Since no data were available to indicate the
age and sex of persons in the family other than
‘the head and spouse and own children under age
18, arbitrary assumptions were made. Related
children were considered the same as own children
for computing food costs, but an additional esti-
mating procedure was devised for other adults.
The Decennial Census age and sex distributions
of all persons in families classified by number of
‘children were used to derive a composite that
~would be representative of adult relatives.other

4+ Bureau of the Census, U.8. Census of Population:
1960—Families, Final Report, PC(2)—4A, 1963,

than the head or wife, and the most suitable indi-
vidual food costs from the plan were weighted
together accordingly.®

Generally speaking, in families with both a
husband and wife present, the “other” adults
tended to be younger than those in families
headed by a woman® Male heads tended to be
younger than female heads of families of the same
size, and the “extra” adults were also younger.
Nearly half of all the persons aged 18 or over in
the husband-wife families were sons or daughters
aged 18-24; only a fifth of the adults in the
families with a female head were sons or daugh-
ters in this age group. '

The family still headed by a husband and wife,
if it shares the home, is more likely to have a
married child and his or her family living with
them. The female head is more likely to be shar-
ing the home with an older person—possibly a
parent—or a subfamily consisting of a daughter
and her children but no husband. To some extent
the data may reflect the fact that a man in the
house tends to be designated as the head regard- -
less of age or relationship, but in"a mother-
daughter combination the mother may be reported
as the head, whether in fact it is she who is living
with the daughter or the other way around.

The data on family composition are summarized
in tables A and B. (Lettered tables on pages 27-
29.) S

Income-Food Expenditure Relationship

The food costs computed, the task of trans-
lating them into total income requirements still
remained. It has long been accepted for individ-
uals as for nations that the proportion of income
allocated to the “necessaries,” and in particular
to food, is an indicator of economic well-being.
A declining percentage has been associated with
prosperity and higher income, and the rising per-
centage associated with lower income has been
taken as an indicator of stringency.

The fact that larger households tend to spend
a larger share of their income for food has not
been so readily recognized as an indicator of eco-

5 See Bureau of the Census, U.8. Census of Population:
1960—Persons by Family Choracteristics, Final Report,
PC (2)-4b, 1964.

8In deriving income standards for familles with a
male head and other adults, the first adult in addition
to the head was considered a wife.
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nomic pressure because of the assumed economy
of scale.. Yet, on the whole, larger families are
less likely to have diets that satisfy the recom-
mended allowances in essential nutrients. The

dearth of data on expenditures of families classi- -

fied by both size and income has made it difficult
to assay the situation, and the fact that as families
increase in size the age and sex distribution of the

- members changes too further obscures the picture.

[

In its 1955 study of household food consump-
tion, the Department of Agriculture found that
the diets of almost a fourth of the 2-person Louse-
holds but about half of the households with six
or more members had less than the recommended
amounts of calcium—a nutrient found mainly in
milk products. Similarly, large households were
twice as likely as small households to have diets

lacking in ascorbic acid and two and a half times -

as likely to have diets short in protein. The latter
situation is particularly striking because, though
lack of protein is far less common in this country
than deficiency in other nutrients, it is more
telling: Diets too low in protein are more likely
than other diets to have deficiencies in other essen-
tial nutrients also.’

It thus appears that what passes for “economy
of scale” in the large family may in part reflect
a lowering of dietary standards enforced by in-
sufficient funds. Support for this thesis may be

gained from the fact, illustrated later in this

report, that families with large numbers of chil-
dren do indeed have lower incomes than smaller
families. Moreover, analysis of recent .consump-
tion data suggests that large families, given the
opportunity, prefer to devote no larger a share of

their income to food than do smaller families with

the same per capita income. ,

The Agriculture Department evaluated family
food consumption and dietary adequacy in a 1955
survey week and reported for all families of two
or more—farm and nonfarm—an expenditure for
food approximating one-third of money income
after taxes.® Two-person nonfarm families used

7U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food Con-

sumption Survey, 1955, Dietary Evaluation of Food Used -

in Households in the United States, Report No. 16, No-

vember 1961, and Food Consumption and Dietary Levels

of Households of Different Size, United States, by Region,
Report No. 17, January 1963, -
8 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Consump-

tion and Dietary Levels of Households in the United"

States (ARS626), August 1957, . :

about 27 percent of their income for food, and
families with three or more persons about 35 per-
cent. A later study made in 1960-61 by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics found for urban families that
nearly a fourth of the family’s income (after
taxes) werit for food. There is less variation by
size of family than might have been anticipated,

‘ranging between 22 percent and 28 percent, as

the following figures indicate:

USDA 1955, nonfarm1 | BLS 1960-61, urban 3
Family sizo Average | Percent | Average | Percent
per capita | spent for | per capita spent for
income food income . food .
*) ® $2,967 P
$1,328 3 1,888 2
2,038 27 2,750 22
1,603 .31 2,302 2
1,299 35 1,854 24
1, 336; g 1,512 26
st o) 1w 2

! Derived from U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Consumption
Survey, 1955, Report No. 1, December 1958,

* Derived from Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consuiner Ezxpenditures and
Income, Supplement 3, Part A, to BLS Report No. 237-38, July 1964.

* Because of the housekeeping eligibility requirernent for this study, tho
single individuals included are not representative of ail persons living alone.

The data suggest that the declining income
per person in the larger families may have been
responsible for the different rate of spending as
well as possibly more efficient utilization of food.
Indeed, on more critical examination of the com-
plete income-size distributions, it would appear
that, given the same per capita income, the spend-
ing patterns’ appear to converge considerably
(tables C and D). Urban families in 1960-61, for
example, spending on the average approximately
every .third-of their available dollars for food,
are estimated to have had incomes of approxi-
mately $1,000 per person when there were two in
the family, $900 when there were three, $910
when there were four, $915 for five, and $800 for
SiX or more. N

Some of the difference in the results of the two
studies cited may be attributed to differences in
methodology. The questions employed by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics to obtain the data on
annual food outlays usually have yielded lower’
average expenditures than the more detailed item-
by-item checklist of foods used in & week that
serves as a questionnaire for the Agriculture
Department. Moreover, since the Department
studies are limited to families who have 10 or
more meals at- home during the survey week, they
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leave out some high food spenders represented in
the BLS figures. On the other hand, the decreases
undoubtedly reflect in part the general improve-
ment in real income achieved by the Nation as a
whole in the 6 years elapsed between the two
studies.

For the present analysis, the earlier relation-
ship was adopted as the basis for defining
poverty—that is, an income less than three times
the cost of the economy food plan (or alterna-
tively the low-cost plan)—for families of three or
more persons. For families with two members the
ratio of 27 percent observed in that study was
applied partly because it is generally acknowl-
edged that a straight per capita income measure
does not allow for the relatively larger fixed costs
that small households face. Moreover, the more
recent consumption curves themselves indicate
that the 1- or 2-person families, who as a group
are less homogeneous in composition, seem to be
“out of line” with larger families with respect to
the spending pattern.

For 1-person units, for whom the consumption
data are hard to interpret because of the heavy
representation of aged individuals not shown
separately, the income cutoff at the low-cost level
was taken at T2 percent of the estimated $2,480
for a couple, following BLS recent practice.” For
the economy level, the income cutoff was assumed
at 80 percent of the couple’s requirement, on the
premise that the lower the income the more diffi-
cult it would be for one person to cut expenses
such as housing and utilities below the minimum
for a couple.?® '

As stated earlier, for each family size several
income points were developed in relation to the
sex ‘of the head and different combinations of
adults and children. When weighted together in
accordance with the distribution of families of
these types in the current population (table F),
they yield a set of assumed food expenditures and
income that can be compared with the income of
families of the same size who spend that amount
per person for food, as estimated roughly from
the 1960-61 consumption study.

9 Willard Wirtz, statement in Hearings Beforc the
Ways and Means Committee, House of Representatives,
Eighty-cighth Congress, on Medical Carc for thc Aged,
November 18-22, 1963 and January 20-24, 1963.

10 See Mollie Orshansky, “Budget for an Elderly

Couple,” Social Security Bulletin, December 1960.

SSA poverty index— BLS 1960-61
economy level (nonfarm) | average (urban)!—
Famnily size - eﬁiﬁ'@&%ﬁ"ﬁ
Per capita economy food
food expense | income expenditure
® $1,540° ®
$240 1,990 81,560
270 2,440 2,475
260 3,130 3,120
245 3,685 3,600
230 4,135 4,020
. 210 5,000 ®

1 Derived from BLS Report 237-38, July 1064.
3 Not estimated.

It may be mentioned that the low-cost food
plan criterion, derived correspondingly, can be
taken as a rough measure of the results that
would obtain if the income-food ratios in the
BLS study were accepted as the guideline and
applied to the lower food standard. Inasmuch
as the economy plan for many families requires
roughly three-fourths as much to buy as does the
low-cost plan, multiplying by three the purchase
requirement in the low-cost food plan yields
approximately the same income point as multi-
plying the economy-plan cost by four.

The Farm-Nonfarm Adjustment

One additional adjustment was made to allow
in some degree for the lesser needs of farm fami-
lies for cash income. Farm families today buy
much of their food, in contrast to the situation
40 or 50 years ago when they depended almost
entirely on their own production. Yet it was still
true in 1955 that about 40 percent of the food
items consumed by all farm families—valued at
prices paid by .any families who did buy them—
came from their home farm or garden. On the
other hand, the food purchased represented—as it
did for nonfarm families—a third of total cash
income for the year after deductions for operat-
ing expenses.!

Farm families generally can count not only
some of their food but most of their housing as
part of the farm operation. Thus, it was assumed
that a farm family would need 40 percent less net

11 See U.S. Department of Agriculture, Household Food
Consumption Survey, 1955, Food Production for Home
Usc by Households in the United States, by Region, Re-
port No. 12, January 1958, and Farm Family Spending in
the United States, Agriculture Information Bulletin No.
192, June 1958.
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cash than a nonfarm famlly of the same size and
composition. .

'l'he Resulfunt Sfcndqrd .

The poverty lines thus developed served to
- classify a representative Bureau of the Census
populatlon sample as of ‘March 1964 for com-
parxson of characteristics of: poor and nonpoor
units in terms of 1963 money income.’? That is,
for the farm and nonfarm population separately,
unrelated - individuals were classified by age and
sex, and families by sex of head, total number of
members, and number of related. children under
age 18. The income of each unit was then com-
pared with the appropriate minimum. The house-
holds thus .classified as poor and nonpoor were
then analyzed for characterlstlcs other than
income.?®

With the. information on how the populatlon
is divided into units by size and number of chil-
dren, it is. possible to condense the 248 separate
criteria into an -abbreviated set for families. of
different size. As table E indicates, the. income
cutoff points in the economy food plan for non-
farm units would range from $1,580 for a single
person under age 65 to $5,090 for a family averag-
ing eight members—that is, seven or more persons.
At the low-cost level, the corresponding income
range runs from.$1,885 to $6,395. A nonfarm
family of husband, wife, and two young children
would need $3,100 or $3,980.

When applied to the Census income distribu-
tions the cutoff points are being related to income
before income taxes, although they were derived
on an after-tax basis. At the economy level the
incomes are so low that for most families of more
than two persons and for aged unrelated individ-

uals no tax would be required. By contrast, the

12 An earlier analysis related to 1961 income, along the
same lines but restricted to familles with children, was
reported in the Bulletin for July 1963. For that earlier
estimate, since family income data were available only
by number of ow n children, not ‘crossed with total number
of persons, it was necessary to make arbitrary assump-
tions about the additional relatives. The present figures,
based on:a more refined income grid and incorporating

1960 Census data not previously available on charactens— .

tics of families and persons, represent not only an up-
dating bat, it is hoped, a refinement.

13 Acknowledgement is made of the .helpful assistance
of Bureau of the Census staff in the preparatxon of the

" . special tabulations for this purpose

BLS “modest but adequate” budget for a sumlar
family of four in autumn 1959.in 20 large cities’
ranged from $4,880 to $5,870, not including taxes,
and from $5,370 to $6,570 w1th taxes included.*:

“HOW ADEQUATE IS THE STANDARD

The measure of poverty thus developed is
arbitrary. Few could call it too high. Many mlght
find it too low. Assuming the homemaker is a
good manager and has the time and: skill to shop-
wisely, she must prepare nutritious, palatable
meals on a budget that for herself, a husband,
and two young children—an average. famlly—-
would come to about 70 cents a day per person.

For a meal all four of them ate together, she
could spend on the average only 95 cents, and to
stay within her budget she must allow no more
a day than a pound of meat, poultry, or fish alto-
gether; barely enough for one small serving for
each family member at one of the three meals.
Eggs could fill out her family ‘fare only to a
limited degree because the plan allows less than
2 dozen a week for all uses in cooking and at the

‘table, not even one to a person a day. And any

food extras, such as milk at school for the chil-
dren, or the coffee her husband ‘might buy to
supplement the lunch he carries to work, have to
come out of the same food money or compete with
the limited funds available for rent, clothing,
medical care, and. all other expenses. Studies
indicate that, on the average, family members
eating a meal away from home spend twice as .
much as the homemaker would spend for prepar-
ing one for them at home. The 20-25 cents al-
lowed for a meal at home in the economy. plan
would not buy much even in the way of supple-
mentation. '

There is some evidence that families with very
low income, particularly large families, cut their -
food .bills below the economy plan level—a level

-at which a nutritionally good diet, though pos-

sible, is hard to achieve. Indeed, a study of bene-

" ficiaries of old-age, survivors, and disability in-

surance—limited to 1- or 2-person families—
found that only about 10 percent of those spend-
ing less than the low-cost plan (prlced about a

14 Helen H. Lamale and Margaret S. Stotz,
terim City Worker’s Family Budget,” Monthly Labor
Review, August 1960. .
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third higher than the economy plan) had meals
furnishing the full recommended aniounts of es-
sential nutrients. Not more than 40 percent had
even as much as two-thirds the amounts recom-
mended. Only when food expenditures were as
high as those in the low-cost plan, or better, did
90 percent of the diets include two-thirds of the
recommended allowance of the nutrients, and 60
percent meet them in full'* Few housewives with
greater resources—income and other—than most
poor families have 'at their disposal could do
better. Many might not do as well.

VARYING THE REFERENCE POINT

Much of the recent discussion of the poor has
centered about an ad hoc definition adopted in
1963. Under this definition a family of two per-
sons or more with income of less than $3,000 and
one person alone with less than $1,500 were con-
sidered poor. At the time, a more refined poverty
income test was believed to be desirable. The hope
was expressed that, although the statistical mag-
nitude of the problem would undoubtedly be
altered by a different measure, “the analysis of
the sources of poverty, and of the programs
needed to cope with it, would remain substan-
tially unchanged.”’® Since programs are selected
on other than purely statistical considerations,
this part of the statement is unchallenged. But
at least the relative importance of various phases
of the poverty question does depend on the
criterion used.

The present analysis pivots about a standard
of roughly $3,130 for a family of four persons
(all types combined) and $1,540 for an unrelated
individual—a level in itself not materially dif-
ferent from the earlier one. The standard assumes
in addition that families with fewer than four
persons will, on the average, require less and that
larger families will need. more, despite the fact
that in actuality they do not always have incomes
to correspond. The resulting count of the poor

therefore includes fewer small families and more -

large ones, many of them with children. More-

15 UU.S. Department of Agriculture, Food Consumption
and Dictary Levcls of Older Houscholds in Rochester,
New York, by C. LeBovit and D. A. Baker (Home Eco-
nomics Research Report No. 23), 1964.

16 Council of Economic Advisors, 4nnual Report 196},
chapter 2.

over, the preceding standard treats farm and
nonfarm families alike, but the one discussed
here assumes a lower cash requirement for fami-
lies receiving some food and housing without
direct outlay, as part of a farming operation.
Accordingly, farm families, despite their low
cash income, have a somewhat smaller repre-
sentation in the current count of the poor for
1963 than in the earlier statistic. '

The gross number of the population counted
as poor will reflect, in the main, the level of living’
used as the basis. In this respect the old definition
and the present one are much alike: Twenty-eight
and one-half million persons in families would be
called poor today because their families have in-
come less than $3,000; 2934 million persons in
families' would be poor because their family in-
come is considered too low in relation to the
number it must support. What is more telling,
however, is the composition of the groups se-
lected, for in considerable measure they are not
the same.

To the extent that families differing in com-
position tend also to differ in income, the power
of the poverty line to approximate an equivalent
measure of need determines how accurately the
selected group reflects the economic well-being of
families of different composition. It may be that
the consistency of the measure of economic well-
being applied to different types of families is
even more important than the level itself.

TanrLE 1.—Persons in poverty status in 1963, by alternative
definitions

{In millions}
Totsl U.8.
1 2 3 4

Type of unit A B C D ‘population
Total number of persons 33.4 | 34.0 | 34.5 | 34.6 187.2
Farm. .. .ccoeaannn. 4.9 6.4 51 3.2 12.8
Nonfarm._.......... 28.5| 27.6 ¢ 20.3 | 31.4 174.6
Unrelated individuals.. 4.9 (340 4.9 4.9 11.2
0 o S 2] nef 2] 1 4
onfarm. ... _......_... 4.7] 2.6 4.7 4.8 10.8
Members of family units 28.5] 30.0{ 29.6 | 29.7 176.0
................ 4.7 50| 49) 3.1 12.2
Nonfarm......cocemcennn 23.8 | 25.0 | 24.6 | 26.6 163.8
Children under age 18.. 10.8 | 15.7 | 14.1 | 15.0 68.8
Farm. ...ccoceeeanan. 1.81 2.4 2.1 1.5 4.8
Nonfarm. .. .. ..occcomvnmamcnnan 9.0{13.3 | 12.0} 13.5 64.0

1 Under $3,000 for family; under $1,500 for unrelated individuals (interim
measure used by Council of Economic Advisers).
1 Level below which no income tax is required, beginning in 1965.

381,500 for first person plus $500 for each additional person, up to $4,500.
&

See testimony by Walter Heller on the Economic Opportunity Act, Hearings
Refore the Subcommittee on the V' ar on Poverty Program of the Committee on
‘Education and Labor, House of Representatives, Eighty-cighth Congress, Second
Session, Yart 1, page 30.

¢ Economy level of the poverty index developed by the Social Security
Administration, by family size and farm-nonfarm residence, centering
around $3,100 for 4 persons.

s Estimated; income-tax cutoff i3 $900; Census 1963 income data avaflable
only for totsl less than $1,000; this figure has been broken into less than
$300 and $500-999 on basis of 1962 proportions.
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Though one mﬁyquestion the merits of a food-

income relationship alone as a poverty index, it

TaBLE 2.—Incidence of poverty by two measures: Families
with 1963 incomes below 33,000 and below the economy
level of the SSA poverty index, by specified characteristics

[Numbers in millions}

Poor— .
with Poor—with
incomes incomes below
Totall under economy levei ?
. num-; $3,0001 )
Characteristic l:f{ -
’ fam- ' Percent-
Per- Per-
{ies Num-{ cent {Num-{ cent t?i(:utleg;:
ber | of | ber | of of all poor
total total families
All familes. ... ... ..._.. 7.4 8.8 194 7.2 15 100
Residence: : :
Farm._._. 3.1 1.3 43 .7 3 i0
4.3 7.5 17| 6.5 15 90
42.7] 6.8 181 5.2 12 72
4.7 2.0 43 [ 2.0 42 28
T2.7 .8 30 .7 26 10
30.6 { 3.6 12 4.0 13
7.4 1.3 18! 1.0 13 14
" g TTRRRRRLLICELEEEE 8.7 3.1 45| 1.5 .24 22
of family:
mband'-‘vvﬂe ................ 41.3 ] 6.2 15| 5.0 12 7
Wife {n pald labor force.. .| 13.4 | 1.0 8{ ..9 7 13
Wife not in paid labor force.| 27.9 | 5.2 19| 411 15 57
Other male head..... .. ... L2 .3 23 .2 171 3
Female head y - 49] 2.3 47 2.0 40 27
15.3 4:6 301 2.5 18 34
9.8 15 18] 1.0 11 R}
9.4 1.0 10 1.0 10 14
8.3 7 11 .9 14 13
3.3 .4 12 N ] 19 9
3.3 .8 18 1.2 35 168
19.1 4.7 251 2.4 13 34
8.7 1.4 161 1.1 12 15
8.6 1.0 1 1.0 11 13
° 5.8 .7 14 L.0t. 17 14
2.9 4 15 .8 23 9
- 1.4 3 18 5 38 7
1.2 3 30 [} 49 8
3.7 2.8 7| 2.0 53 27
‘'20.8) 3.9 191 3.3 18 48
17.3 1.8 10] 1.8 9 21
5.8 .3 [ 4 7 ]
cupation of head: .
Not in labor force * 8.8 4.3 91 3.0] 3 42
Unemployed. 1.4 -4 28 .4 28 (]
Employed.... 37.2 | 4.1 11 3.7 10 52
‘Professional, te
kindred workers.......... 4.7 .1 3 .1 3 2
Farmers and farm managers_|, 1.8 .9 48 .5 29 8
Mansgers, oificials, and .
roprietors (except farm).] 6.0 .4 [] .3 5 4
Clerical, sales, and kindred :
workers. ... .__.._...... .49 .2 6 21 4 3
Craftsmen, operatives, and ’
kipired workers.._...._._ 4.5 1.1 3| 1.2 8 17
Service workers, including .
private household..._.. .- 3.0 -7 23 .8 20 8
... Laborers (except mine)._ .| 2.3 .7 33 .7 30 10
Worlwfpedence of head in .
Worked in 1063 .11 13) 4.8 11 64
Worked at full 3.8 101 3.8 10 50
52 weeks T 21 71 2.0 7 -
Worked at part-time jo| 1.4 49 1.0 36 14
Did not work in 1963 - 3.7 541 2.6 38 38.

! Prepared by the Bureau of the Census from P-60, No. 43, Income of
Families and Fersont in the U.S., 1963.

" ! Derived from special tabulations by the Bureau of the Census for the

Social Security Administration. For definition of poverty criteris, see text.
? Includes approximately 900,000 family heads in the Armed Forces, of

whom about 100,000 have incomes under $3,000.

* All work-experience dats, including data for year-round, full-time’

workers, limited to civilian workers.

..

probably does serve as an interim guide to equiva-
lent levels of living among families in different
situations. Additional variables could improve it,
as, for example, allowance for geographic vari-
ables of community size and region, and indeed
further study of the income-consumption pat-
terns themselves. Even as it stands, however, this
index is undoubtedly a better leveler than a
single income applied across the board. ,

As a comparison of four. different measures of
poverty illustrates (table. 1), the flat sum of
$3,000 for a family and $1,500 for an individual
would indicate that 33.4 million persons were liv-
ing in poverty in 1963. One in 7 of them would
be a farm -resident, and 1 in 3 a child under age
18. The modification of this scale to allow $1,500
for the first person and $500 for every additional
family member raises the number of the poor to
34.5 million, and the percent who are children to
more than 40, but the ratio of 1 in 7 on a farm
remains unchanged. Under the economy plan
definition, the most complex and differentiated of

TaBLE 3.—Incidence of poverty by two measures: Unrelated
individuals with 1963 incomes below 81,500 and below the
economy level of the SSA poverty index, by specified
characteristics Coe . :

RLSBE BY I8 B8RS S8 w3

[Numbers in milijons}
Poor—with .
incomes Poor—with incomes
under below economy leve]
$1,500?
‘ITotal
Characteristic n l1)1”m- . X Perogr’;t-
.. r B ‘age -
Per- Per-
Num-| cent [Num-| cent :{i:ﬁ‘“m’r
ber | of | ber | of o lgfeod
total total t0re ate
. indi-
viduals
All unrelated individuals...| 11.2 | 4.9 “| 49 “ 100
Residence: .
Nonfarm...__.__............. 10.8 | 4.7 43| 4.7 4“
arm .4 2 67 .2 40
3 9.71 41 1] 4
1.5 .8 .8 58
ol 5| 47| 3] 48
591 1.8 31 1.9 58 -
431 2.6 62| 2.5 59
4.3 1.4 33 1.4 M4
8.9} 3.5 51 3.5 50
‘7.0 1.8 2] 18] 28
421 3.1 78] 3.1 74
Werked in1963... .. _._..___ 6.71 1.8 .28 1.8 28
Worked at full-time jobs___| 5.5 1.1 20| 1.2 21
52 weeks. __......_.... 3.7 .5 12 .5 13
Worked at part-time jobs_.| 1.2 7 53 .6 54
Did not work in 1983......__. 451 3.1] 72] 39) 80

! Prepared by Bureau of the Cansus from P-60, No. 43, Income of Families
and. Persons in the U.S., 1963. . g .

? Derived from special tabulations by the Bureau of the Census for the
Soclal Security Administration. For definition of poverty criteria, ses
text

xt.
3 All work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time

- workers, limited to civilian workers.
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the standards compared, there are 34.6 million
poor—almost the same number as under the $500
per person modification of the single $3,000 stand-
ard—but- the number of poor children, who now
represent 43 percent of the population living in
poverty, is 1 million greater. As would be ex-

pected, the proportion of the poor who live on’

farms is considerably lower, or only 1 in 11.

Of particular significance is the incidence of
poverty among different kinds of families. The
uniform $3,000 test, which designated 9.3 million
families as poor in 1962, by 1963 counted 8.8
million, or about 1 out of 5. By contrast, in 1963
the economy plan standard would tag only 1 in 7
families as poor, or 7.2 million all told. Although
half the families poor by the $3,000 income test
include no more than two members, 2-person units
represent only a third of the families poor accord-
ing to the economy level definition. In corre-
sponding fashion, only 1 in 8 of the families with
less than $3,000 had four or more children, but
among those poor according to the economy level
every fourth family had at least four'children.
Families with an aged head represented more
than a third of all the families with less than
$3,000 but only a fifth of those with incomes be-
low the economy plan standard (table 2).

Clearly a profile of the poor that includes large
numbers of farm families and aged couples may
raise different questions and evoke different
answers than when the group is characterized by
relatively more young nonfarm families—many
of them with several children. Nonwhite families,
generally larger than white families, account for
about 2 million of the poor units by either defini-

TaBLE 4.—Income deficit of families and unrelated individuals
below the economy level of the SSA poverty index, 1963 1

Dollar deficit Percentage
(in billions) distribution
Type of unit
Masle |Female| Male |Female
Total | hoad | head | TO48!| head | head
b (13 &Y U 311.5| $8.4 | $5.11100.0] 56.1 43.9
Unrelated individuals. ... 31 no| 21| 2r.2| 8.8] 187
Families with 2 or more

................. 8.4 3.4 3.0} 72.8] 47.6 25.2

age 18. o eaie..- 1.8 1.4 4| 15.1 12.4 2.
With children under age 18.| 8.6 4.0 2.6 57.7| 352|.. 2.5
S SO P o 1.0 .8 4 8.5 4.9 3.6

b SRR 1.0 .6 4 8.9 5.2 3.7

3.- 1.3 .7 6 11.7 6.2 5.5

[ T 1.0 .8 4 9.1 5.8 3.3

[ 1.0 .8 3 8.5 5.8 2.9

1.3 .9 4 11.0 7.5 3.5

. 8 or more._...

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.

TaBLE 5.—Income and family size: Median money income
of nonfarm families, 1963, by number of members, number
of children, and sex of head

. Number of related children under age 18
Number of

ramgy Total
members Y 6or
None 1 2 3 L3 5 more
Male head
Total..... $6,745 $6,045| $6,960
®)
6,450
8,810

9,640
)
O}

t Not shown for fewer than 100,000 {amilies.
? Base between 100,000 and 200,000.

tion. Because the total number of families counted
among the poor by the economy standard is
smaller, however, the nonwhite families make up
a larger part of them. '

Because the measure of poverty for nonfarm
unrelated indiv'i’Suals is almost the same under
the economy level definition as under the earlier
one—and 1-person households seldom live on a
farm—characteristics of the 4.9 million unrelated
persons now labeled poor are almost the same as
those thus identified earlier (table 3).

THE INCOME DEFICIT

Before elaborating further on who is poor and
who is not, it may be well to assess the magnitude
of the poverty complex in dollar terms. Just how
much less than the aggregate ‘estimated need is
the actual income of the poor? Does it fall short
by much or by little? ‘ '

In the very rough terms that the selected in-
come standard permits, it can be estimated that
the 34.6 million persons identified as poor needed
an aggregate money income of $28.8 billion in
1963 to cover their basic requirements. Their cur-
rent income actually totaled about $17.3 billion,
or only 60-percent of their estimated needs. Some
of the deficit’ could have been—and no doubt
was—offset by use of savings. By and large, how-
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ever, it has been well documented that the low- -
income persons who could benefit most from such .

additions to.their meager resources are least likely
to have the advantage of them. And it is not
usually the poor who.have the rich relatives.
Unquestionably the income of the podr included
‘the $4.7 billion paid under public assistance pro-
grams from Federal, State, and local funds
during 1963. In December  of that year such
payments were going to a total of 734 million
recipients.  Not-all persons who are poor receive
assistance, but all persons receiving assistance are
unquestionably poor. It cannot be said for sure
how many of the poor were benefiting from other
public income-support programis such as old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance, unemploy-
ment insurance, veterans’ payments, and the like.
Of the total deficit, about $5 billion represented

TABLE 6.—Persons 'in poverty in 1963: Total number of .

persons in units with income below the economy level of
- the SSA poverty index, by sex of head and farm-nonfarm
residence ! : :

" {In mfilions]
. Sex of head Residence
Typeofunit - . . |Total ; N
) . Non- .
Male [Female] Farm farm
. Number of persons
Total. oo s 3.6 23.5] 11.1 3.2 31.4
Unrelated individuals........_....... 4.9 1.4 3.5 .1 4.8
Underage 65...._....... 2.4 9 1.4 .1 2.3
‘Aged 65 or over. 2.5 .5 2.1 ) 2.5
Persons in families.. 2.7 213 7.6 3.1(. 26.6
With no children. 5.3 4.4 .9 .6 4.7
With childrena.... 24.4 17.7 6.7 2.5 21.9
Adults_ ... ... 9.4 7.3 2.1 1.0 8.4
Children underage 18.._....__.. 15.0] 10.4 4.6 1.5 13.5
" Head year-round, full-time ’
worker3. ... ... ._...._ meeeeeana 5.7 5.2 .5 Q] Q)
Other__.._............. S 9 5.2 4.1 Q] “)
) Numbér of family un1t§
Total.....di .o oi..ii.... 12,1 6.7 5.4 0.9 11.2
Unrelated individuals..__._.___ PR 4.9 1.4 3.5 2 4.7
Year-round, full-time workers .5 .2 .3 ] o
Under age 65..... 4 .2 .2 (?) U]
Aged 65 or ove .1 .2 .1 *) )
Other.._..._.._.. 4.4 1.2 .3.2 (1) )
Under age 65....._... 1.9 .7 1.2 ®) ()
. AgedGSorover. ... ... ... 2.5 .5 204 (O~ ®
Fomilies... ...__._............... ...l T2 520 2.0 T 85
With no children...._. 2.5 2.1 4 .3 2.2
Head year-round,
cworker ...l .4 40O ) ®)
Other....... - .21 1.7 4 & ‘@)
With children...... .. 4.7 3.2 L5 .4 4
Head year-round, . < .
worker 3. . aeaiian 1.6 1.5 .1 @ ()
Other. ..o, 3.1 07 14 .1 O

! For'definition of poverty criteria, see text.

? Less than 50,000. .

3 One who worked primarily at full-time civilian jobs (35 hours or more a
week) for 50 weeks or more during 1963. Year-round. full-time workers
exclude all' members of the Armed Forces. ‘‘Other’’ workers include
members of the Armed Forces Jiving off post or with their families on post.

*4 Not available.. : . .

the unmet needs of families headed by a woman.
About three-fifths of the total ($6.6 billion) rep-
resented the shortage in income of families with
children under age 18 and about 60 percent of
this shortage was in the income of families with

-a man at the head (table 4). It is estimated that

$600 million represented the deficit of poor per-
sons on farms. ’ -
Even among the needy, there are some who are
worse off than others, and in dollar terms the
families consisting of a mother and young chil-
dren must rank among the poorest. ‘Such families
as & group had less than half the money: they
needed, and ‘the greater the number of children
the greater the unmet need: Poor families with a
female head and five or more children, including
altogether about 1,650,000 children, as a group

- were living on income less by 59 percent than

their minimum requirement. Of the total family
units of this type in the population—that is, of
all families with female head and five or more
children—9 out of 10 were poor. As the following

_tabulation shows, for both male and female units,

those families with the highest poverty rate—the -
families with several children—tended also to
include the poorest poor.

{Percent]
Male head Female head
Income Income
Type of unit Incidence Incidence
of poverty | 500t 38 | afpoverty | ofpoor 30
at economy A at cconomy
of required of required
level income level income
Total..........._.... 14 64 16 3
Unrelated individual.. 34 57 50 58
Family 12 65 40 49
With no children.. 12 64 19 62
‘With children 12 63 55 47
lor2. ... .___ 8 68 42 53
Jor4 . .. _ 14 | - 66 72 45
Sormore............ 36 62 92 41

. For unrelated individuals, among whom are

. many aged .pérsons, poverty rates are high too,

and their income deficits substantial (table 7).

CHILDREN AND POVERTY

Of all the persons in family units with income
below the economy level ( that is, disregarding for
the moment persons living alone), half were chil-
dren under age 18. These 15 million youngsters

represented more than 11in 5 of all children living
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TasLE 7.—The poverty matrix: Number of families and unrelated

'mdividu#ls (and total number of persons) below the economy

level of the SSA poverty index,! by sex of head, number of children, and work experience of head in 1963

{Numbers in thousands]
‘Tha poor
U.S. population
. Units Number of persons
Type of unit
Head
Poverty
Number year-round | Other
of units Percent | Number Percent ¢ per:xnt) fall-time head Total Children
. , worker ?
AN UniS. o iiciiinanmenacaanan 88,620 100.0 12,100 100.0 21 2,510 9,500 34,580 14,970
Unrelated individuals, total ... .. ..aaneae 11,180 19.1 4,89 40.4 4“4 480 4,410 4,880 j.oaaaaas
Under age 65. .o ccccaanoana- 8,910 11.8 2,360 18.5 34 400 1,960 2,360 |....
Aged 65 or over.. 4,270 7.3 2,540 21.0 59 80 2,460 | 2,840 |
Familfes, total. ... 47,440 80.9 7,210 59.6 15 2,030 5,180 29,690
With no children 19,120 32.8 2,460 “20.3 13 370 2,080 5,340 ... caanoos
With children 28,320 48.3 4,750 39.3 17 1,660 3,080 24,340
) U 8,680 14.8 1,050 . 8.6 12 210 780 3,080
Beeectcmcacmemeeeamemaananc e 8,580 14.6 980 8.1 1 320 660 3,830
b T, 5,350 9.5 960 7.9 17 340 620 4,770
L SO 2,860 4.9 650 5.4 3 200 360 3,960
L T 1,430 2.4 520 4.3 38 200 310 3,910
60r more.....ococce-un .. L20 2.1 600 5.0 49 230 370 4,810
Units withmale head . .. .ccocaciocaaamancan 46,830 7.9 6,670 85.1 14 2,000 4,580 23,500
Unrelated individuals - 4,280 7.3 1,440 1.9 34 240 1,200 1,440
Under 88 65 _.o...---wooeoaeeene : 3,110 5.3 40 7.8 30 220 720 940
Aged 850r Over........o.-. . 1,170 2.0 500 4.2 43 20 480 500
Families. . ...occcacaccaceannn- . 42,550 72.8 5,220 43.2 12 1,850 3,370 | . 22,080
With no children.. - 17,070 20.1 2,040 16.9 12 350 1,690 4,400
With children... 25,480 4.5 3,180 26.3 12 1,500 1,680 17,660
1.. 7,650 13.0 850 5.4 9 240 420 2,160
2 7,830 13.4 620 5.1 8 280 340 2,630
3 5,070 8.6 620 5.2 12 300 320 3,280
.4 2,500 4.4 460 3.8 18 270 180 2,920
[ 3, 1,280 2.2 380 3.2 30 180 200 3,070
6 OF IMOT.« oo eaencncccaceancancomnnns 1,050 1.8 450 3.7 443 220 220 3,590
Units with female head 11,790 20.1 5,430 4.9 46 410 5,020 11,080
Unrelated individuals 6,910 1.8 3,450 28.5 50 240 3.210 | 3,450
Under age 65...... 3,800 6.5 1,410 11.7 37 180 1,240 1,410
Aged 65 or ove! 3,110 5.3 2,030 16.8 85 1,970 2,030
amilies. . ..c..... 4,880 8.3 1,880 16.4 41 180 1,800 7,630
Withno children....ocuoccecarnnoncans 2,050 3.5 420 3.4 19 20 390 940
With children...._.. 2,830 4.8 1,570 13.0 35 160 1,410 6,690
1 1,030 1.8 390 3.3 38 30 360 910
750 1.2 360 3.0 48 40 320 1,210
490 .8 340 2.8 70 40 300 1,490 1,010
260 .4 190 1.6 74 20 170 1,040 |
140 .3 130 1.1 91 20 110 840 660
160 3 130 1.3 93 10 1 1,220 990

1 For definition of poverty criteris, see text.

in families. Because poor families sometimes find
it necessary to “double up” in order to cut down
their living expenses, about 9 percent of the chil-
dren in the poor families were designated as
“related” rather than “own” children. In other
words, they were not the children of the head of
the family but the children of other relatives
making their home with the family. Among the
poor families with & woman at the head, one-
seventh of the children were “related” rather than
“own,” and nearly a third of these related chil-
dren were part of a subfamily consisting of a
mother and children. Among poor families with
a male head, 6 percent of the children in the
households were children of a relative of the head.

A considerable number of subfamilies that in-
clude children are poor—a third of those with a
father present and nearly three-fourths of those

3 See footnote 3, table 6.

i

with only a mother. But from 50 percent to 60
percent of all subfamilies with inadequate income
manage to escape poverty by living with relatives.
Counting as poor the children in subfamilies
whosei own income is inadequate but who live as
part of a larger family with a combined income
above the poverty level would add 580,000 to the
number of children whose parents are too poor to
support them even at the economy level. Together
with their parents, these children are part of a
group of 1.1 million persons under age 65 not
included in the current count of the poor, al-
though they would be if they had to rely solely
on their own income.

In contrast to this total of 15.6 million needy
children, in December 1963 only 3.1 million chil-
dren were receiving assistance in the form of aid
to families with dependent children, the public
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program designed especially for them. Because
some families stay on the assistance rolls less than
a full year, 4 million to 414 million children re-
ceived aid during 1963. '
Many children receive benefits from other
public programs, such as old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance and veterans’ programs. It

is not known at this writing how many of them

are numbered among the poor or how many are in
_families with total income from all sources below
the public assistance standards for their State.

Children in poor families with a man at the
head are less likely than others to receive help.
Such children number more than 10 million, but
today the number of children with a father in the
home who receive assistance in the form of aid to

families with dependent children is less’ than 1

million, a ratio of not even 1 in 10.
Many of ‘the families with children receiving
public assistance undoubtedly swell the ranks of

- our poorest poor, because even by the limited

standards of assistance of their own States—
almost all of which allow less than the economy
level of income—nearly half of the recipients
have some unmet need. For a fourth of the
families, according to a recent study, the unmet
need came to much as $30 a month or more.'?

As would be expected-—the larger the family,
the more likely it is to include children. Indeed,
among families of five or more, almost all have
some children, and three-fourths have at least

three (table F). The fewer adults in the family, -

the less opportunity theré will be for additional
earnings. :
The statistics on family income that are gen-

erally available do not show detail by both family -
size and number of children. The figures pre-
sented in table 5 do show such data for 1963 for

nonfarm families. It is readily apparent that no
matter what the family size, the income decreases

with increasing number of children at a rate that -

is not likely to be offset by the fact that children
“have lower income needs. - : _
Accordingly not only do poverty rates among
families vary with family size, but among fami-
lies of a given size the chances of being poor vary
in accordance with the number of children under

t

17 Gérald Kahn and Ellen J. Perkins, “Families Re-

ceiving AFDC: What Do They Have To Live On?”
Welfare in Review (Welfare Administration), October
1964, ’

age 18. The percentages below show the incidence
of poverty—as defined by the Social Security Ad-
ministration criterion at.the economy level—
among nonfarm families with specified number
of children. o

Children under age 18

Total number of family

members . .

Nomel 1 | 2 | 3 |4 | 57|80

. . . :

Families with male head: B T

3 6 LI I OO T (RO I SN I,
3 8 k& O N IS N el

2 9 [] i | e

[Q] () 4 14 18{ () f.-....

O} M| m 10 22{ 30 42

L S 'r 48 SRR FURSU SO SR SO ’

9 21 |-+ % P NN (RS ST

4 I Gy | o8| 48 | TE|LIIIIIIIII

! Percentage not shown for base less than 100,000.
t Head under age 65.

The sorry plight of the families with female
head and. children-is also evident.. It needs no
poverty line to explain’ why two-thirds of the
children in such families must be considered poor:

An earlier report cited evidence that women in
families without a husband present had more -
children than in those where the husband was -
still present.’* Some of the poor.families with -
children and a female head may well, at an earlier
stage, have been members of a large househcld
with a male head and inadequate income.

Finally, since the data both on income and on
incidence of poverty relate to the number now in
the family, there is an uhderstatément of the
relationship between large families and low in-
come: Some of the families currently listed as
having only one or two children undoubtedly svill

‘have more in the future or have others who are

now past age 18 and may no longer be in the
home. It is not likely that family income adjusts
in equal 'measure. If anything, it may decline
rather -than increase as the family grows be-
cause it will be more difficult for the mother to
work, and many of the families can escape pov-
erty only by having the wife as well as the head
in the labor force (table 8). '

AGE AND POVERTY

The figures in table 6 summarize the number of

individuals and family units judged to be in pov-

18 See Mollie Orshansky, “Children of the Poor,” Social
Security Bulletin, July 1963.
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erty status in accordance with the economy level.

The total number of aged persons among the
34.6 million poor is about 5.2 million, or 1 in 7.
A later BuLLeTIN article will present additional
detail, with information on those who are per-
haps the poorest of the aged—elderly relatives
living in the home of a younger family. Such
elderly persons living in a family of which they
were neither the head nor the wife of the head in
March 1964 numbered about 2.5 million. There
probably were a variety of reasons for their
choice of living arrangements, but that financial
stringency was a major factor is obvious: four-
fifths of these elderly relatives had less than
$1,500 in income of their own during 1963, the
minimum required for an aged person to live
“alone. The vast majority of elderly persons desig-
nated as “other relatives” were living in a family
with income above the poverty level.

Every second person living alone (or with non-

relatives) and classified as poor was aged 65 or
older, and four-fifths of the aged poor were
- women. The low resources generally prevailing
among this group mean that those who, by choice
or necessity, live independently are likely to do so
only at the most meager level, even if allowance is
made for their using up any savings.'®

The present analysis indicates that more than
40 percent of all aged men and nearly two-thirds
of the aged women living by themselves in 1963

had income below the economy level. Only 1 in 4

of the aged women living alone had income above
the low-cost level. :

In summary, if to the 2.5 million aged persons
living alone in poverty and the 2.7 million living
in poor families as aged head, spouse, or relative
are added the 1.7 million aged relatives too poor
to get by on their own, but not included in the
current count of the poor because the families

they live with are above the economy level of the

poverty index, the number of impoverished aged
would rise to almost 7 million. Two-fifths of the
population aged 65 or older (not in institutions)
are thus presently subject to poverty, or escaping
it only by virtue of living with more fortunate
relatives.

Among poor individuals under age 65, poverty

19 See Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1962:

First Findings of the 1963 Survey of the Aged,” Social

Security Bulletin, March 1964, and Janet Murray, “Po-
tential Income From Assets . ..,” Social Security Bulletin,
December 1964.

for some undoubtedly represented only a stage
through which they were passing. The poverty
rate was high among persons under age 25, half
having incomes below the economy level, and
dropped to about 1 in 4 for those aged 25-34
(table 8). )

Among 2-person families, 16 percent of whom
were poor by the economy level criterion, there
was also a difference between the situation of
those units approaching the last stage in the
family cycle and those who were younger. Of all
2-person units, a third had a head aged 65 or
older, but of those 2-person units called poor,
half had an aged head. Presumably, some of the.
other units who were currently poor représented
young couples who had decided not to delay mar-
riage until they attained the better job status—and '
income—that they one day hoped to enjoy. But
others consisted of a mother with a child, who
were suffering the poverty that is likely to be
the lot of the family with no man to provide
support. The following figures show the rates of
poverty, according to the economy level, among .
the different types of 2-person families.

Male head Female head -

Family type Total number| Per- {Total number| Per-

of units (in | cent | of-units (in | cent

thousands) | poor | thousands) ; poor
Twoadults_............ - 13,026 14 1,557 22
Head under age 65.. ... - 8,769 10 876 14
Head aged 65 or older.. .- 4,257 22 681 32
One adult, one child........oo.-- 871 M 618 50

1 Percentage not shown for base less than 100,000.

WORK AND POVERTY

The greater overall vulnerability of families
headed by a woman is evidenced by the fact that
such families, who number only 1 in 10 of all
families in the country, account for nearly 1 in
3 of the Nation’s poor. Although the inadequate
income of the poor families with a female head
may be attributed to the fact that few of the
family heads are employed, this is not the reason
among the families headed by a man. A majority
of the men are working, but at jobs that do not
pay enough to provide for their family needs.
Moreover, of those not at work, most report them-
selves as out of the labor force altogether rather
than unemployed. Yet the rate of unemployment
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reported by the poor was more than three times
that among the heads of families above the pov-
erty level (tables 8 and 9).

Current Employment Status

~ The employment status of the family heads in
March 1964, when the income data were collected,
was recorded as shown in the following tabulation.

Male head Female head

Employment status of —
head, March 1964 Poor | Nonpoor Poor | Nenpoor

family family family family
Total .. ...l 100 100" 100 ° 100
In labor foree........_._......... 67 .88 33 60
Employed..._..........._..... 60 85 29 57
Unemployed... ———e 6 * 3 4 3
Not in labor force...._......._.... 3| 12 67 40 -

" Detailed analysis of the data for white and
nonwhite families will be" reselved for a subse-
quent report but some. hlghlxghts seem pertinent
here.

Despite the fact that unemployment generally
is more prevalent among the nonwhite populatlon
than the white, among families whose income

marked them as poor there was no difference by
‘race in the total proportion of the men currently
looking for work. Among white and nonwhite
male heads alike, 6 percent-said they were out of
a job. Indeed, since féwer among the white heads
of families who are poor were in the labor force
than was true among nonwhite heads of poor
families, the rate of unemployment among those

actually available for work was noticeably higher

for the former group. What is more significant is
that 73 percent of the nonwhite male heads of
poor families were currently employed, and more

than half of them—42 percent of all the poor—

had been employed full time throughout 1963.
Among male heads in white families with incomes
below the economy level, only 56 percent were
currently w orking, and no more than a third had
been year-round full-time workers in 1963.

deniably serious. But the concentration of non-
white men in low-paying jobs at which any
worker—white or nonwhite—is apt to earn too
little to support a large family may be even more
crucial in consigning their famili'e§ to poverty at

a rate “three times that of their whlte fellow
citizens. -

In point of fact the famlly of a nonwhlte male
is somewhat worse off in relation to that of a
white male when both are working than when
both are not, as the following figures suggest.

Percent of families with
male head with income

Employment status of head, March 1964 below the economy level

White . | Nonwhite
Allfamilfes. .. ... ..o oeiiaaa. 10 )
Not in labor force...... 25 .. 50
Unemployed..._........ - 2 47
Employed........ooeeiaaan o 7 31
Year-round, full-time in 1963 5 23

This difference does not come as a complete
surprise. Earlier analysis of the income life cycle

. of the nonwhite man suggested that it is only
-when he and his white counterpart exchange their

weekly pay envelope for a check from a public
income-maintenance program that they begin to
approach economic equality.*® For most white :
families, retirement or other type of withdrawal

" from the labor force brings with it a marked de-

cline in income. Some nonwhite families, however,
are then actually not much worse off than When
“orkmg : :

Work fxperien;e in 1963

Since it was the annual income for 1963 that
determined whether the family would be ranked
as poor, the work experience of the head in 1963
is even more relevant to the poverty profile than
the employment status at the time of the Current
Population Survey.

Among the male heads, only 1 in 3 of those in

. poor families was a full-time worker all durmg

the year, compared with 3 in 4 of the heads in
nonpoor families. Among the female heads, as

. would be expected, the proportion working full

time was much smaller—a tenth among poor faml-
lies and not a full four-tenths among the nonpoor.

" "All told, the poor families headed by a man fully
~* employed throughout 1963 included 5.2 million
Unemployment for nonwhite workers is un-.

children under age 18 and those headed by a fully

: emp103 ed woman worker had half a million. Thus

2 in 5 of all the children growing up in poverty-

20 Molijfe Orshansky, “The Aged Negro and His In-

come,” Social Security Bulletin, Febrnary 1964.
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TabLe 8.—Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to SSA poverty index: Percent of families and unrelated individuals with
1963 income below specified level,! by specified characteristics and race of head
‘Numhers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively

arge where the size of the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage is based is small; as in all surveys, the flgures are subject to errors of response
and nonreporting]

All units White Nonwhite
Percent with Percent with Percent with
Characteristic incomes below— incomes below— incomes below—
v Total Total Total
number number number
Economy | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost
level level level level level level
Familles
47,436 15.1 23.0 42,663 12.0 19.3 4,773 42.5 35.6
44,343 14.6 22.4 39,854 11.6 18.7 4,480 41.2 54.3
093 23.0 31.8 2,809 18.9 27. 284 62.3 75.8
42,663 12.0 | ) £+ I (RSP FRPTSOUI FRNROR RV SRR AN
4,773 42.5 1N 7 (R PRI ARRSIPRSPI YIRS BSOSO S
2,74 25.8 35.3 2,391 20.7 29.9 353 58.8 .0
9,128 14.7 23.8 8,109 11.1 19.1 1,019 43:2 59.2
11,437 13.7 20.7 10,220 10.3 17.0 1,217 40.2 52.2
,086 9.8 15.2 9,012 7.0 11.8 074 35.4 46.9
7.382 13.3 18.5 8,717 10.9 15.7 665 38.0 48.5
8,759 2.5 36.9 6,214 20.9 33.¢ 545 52.6 70.4
15,287 16.1 24.3 13.917 14.4 22.3 1,370 33.0 44.7
9,808 10.6 16.5 8,908 8.7 13.6 T892, 29.0 4.8
9,435 10.3 15.9 8,678 7.8 12.6 757 41.9 53.9
6,268 14.5 2.1 5,718 11.4 18.2 550 45.2 59.9
3,324 19.1 30.9 2,908 14.2 24.1 416 53.8 65.0
3,314 34.8 49.6 2,536 24.9 39.9 718 88.4 82.2
19,119 12.7 20.1 17,607 1.5 18.5 1,512 26.8 39.3
, 682 12.1 17.7 7,771 9.6 18.4 911 32.8 45.8
8,579 11.3 17.5 7,82¢ 8.3 13.8 755 42.5 56.1
5,554 17.4 26.8 5,030 14.0 22.5 524 48.2 68.2
2,863 22.8 34.8 2,476 18.8 20.1 ' 387 60.7 70.5
1,429 35.8 53.0 1,145 27.2 “.7 284 73.8 89.6
1,210 49.3 63.5 810 35.3 51.2 400 7.3 87.7
Region:
Northeast ... .o iioiaicnanns 11,902 9.8 18.5 11,017 8.4 14.8 883 26.6 30.5
North Central_ - 13,358 11.5 18.7 12,472 10.3 17.0 888 29.7 43.3
South...... N 14,389 2¢.8 34.6 12,005 17.9 27.1 2,384 58.3 7.9
West 7,787 11.7 18.5 7,169 n.o 17.4 818 20.7 3.4
Type of family:
Male head . oo ceaeaan 42,554 12.3 20.0 38,868 10.2 17.3 , 34.1 48.2
Married, wife present. .. - 41,310 12.1 19.9 37,799 10.1 17.2 3,511 34.3 48.5
Wife in paid iabor force. .. .. ' 6.8 1.9 11,851 4.3 8.7 1,547 28.5 36.5
Wife not in paid labor force. —— 27,912 14.6 2.6 25,948 12.6 21.0 1,964 41.3 58.0
Other marital status........ .- 1,243 17.0 23.4 1,067 14.5 20.1 177 131.2 142.8
Female head . oo aeaacann 4,882 40.1 49.3 3,797 31.2 40.1 1,085 70.8 80.5
Number of earners: '
3,605 53.4 70.2 3,242 49.3 66.9 453 83.9 03.9
20,832 15.7 24.7 18,976 12.5 2.7 1,85 48.5 84.5
17,306 8.7 14.4 15,484 8.3 11.3 1,822 ¢ 28.8 39.8
3,603 7.4 12.3 4,961 3.9 7.7 642 34.8 48.0
Em losamcnt status and occupation of
ead: : -
Not in laborforce . oo eueooececacaaanna- 8,787 34.4 47.9 7.673 .30.0 43.7 1,084 65.4 77.8
Unemployed.... 1,427 28.3 39.9 1,190 2.8 u.5 27 53.4 70.2
Employed. .. o iicaemas 37,252 16.0 16.4 33,800 7.5 13.1 3,452 3.5 47.8
* Professionsl and technical workers..... ,688 2.8 5.5 4,479 2.4 5.1 209 10.9 14.7
Farmers and {arm managers. ... ..--.- 1,846 29.3 37.3 1,739 26.5 3.1 107 177.0 193.2
Managers, olficials, and proprietors
. (except farm) ... .oonceiecaua- 5,881 5.4 9.9 §,860 5.0 9.5 121 122.2 230.0
-Clerical and sales workers. .. ..c.ocueme-- 4,888 4.3 9.1 4,637 3.7 8.1 228 18.8 28.7
Craftsmen and foremen. . . ..ccoeecuuna- 7,102 5.5 11.1 8,704 4.5 9.7 308 21.3 32.3
OPeratives. . oeo e cananaane 7,430 11.2 19.1 6,872 8.9 15.9 858 29.8 4.8
Service workers, including private
household. . oo oo caan 2,996 20.1 29.8 2,184 12.1 19.9 812 40.2 54.8
Private houschold workers. _..._..... 285 63.8 70.0 03 “) ) 190 3177.5 183.1
‘Laborers (except mine) ... ....couone- 2,344 29.9 43.2 1,625 21.1 33.8 79 50.0 64.4
Work experience of head:? .
Worked in 1963, .« oo aaaaaaan 40,753, 11.3 18.2 36,791 8.6 14.8 3,962 36.9 50.4
Worked at (ull-time jobs 37,613 9.5 16.0 34,505 7.2 13.1 3,408 3.7 45.7
50-52 weeks 30,689 6.6 12.2 28,210 4.9 9.8 2,479 25.8 38.7
4049 weeks_ ... 3,518 14.2 23.5 128 10.9 10.4 387 2.4 85.8
39 weeks 0P 1e8S._ . oo oeeeaaee- 3,709 28.6 ©40.3 1 ' 3,167 ©24.8 35.4 542 52.9 69.8
Worked at part-time jobs... 840 36.2 47.9 2,286 28.5 40.7 554 87.9 79.2
50-52 weeks. . . . oooenoon 1,065 30.0 40.6 22.4 32.0 197 163.8 178.8
49 weeks or less. .. 1,778 39.9 32.3 1,418 32.3 46.0 357 70.3 79.3
_____________ 6,683 38.3 51,9 5,872 33.9 47.7 811 69.8 81.1
_____ 1,745 48.5 59.9 1,441 41.4 54.4 304 68.2 83.7
. 1,603 40.7 57.8 1.3(2‘,3 42.8 51.7 27; 83.2 . 86.5
- k0 PSSR FUPORIN I : : 2 ORI SO
202 49.3 60.5 154 2 41.9 253.8 [ - 21 (RN O
_____________ 3,056 26.8 43.7 2,880 25.3 42.0 176 152.7 170.5

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLE 8.—Incidence of poverty in 1963, according to the SSA poverty index: Percent of familics and unrelated individuals with
1963 income below specified level,! by specified characteristics and race of head—Continued

[Numbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that msy be relatively
arge where the size of the percentage or size of the total on which th» pergentage is bﬁe? is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of response
and nonreporting

All units- White Nonwhite
- : i’-‘Pemm% v:ith l'!'ll’ereeng)e wl'ith mf'emen%)e ‘Y“h
. comes below— comes below— : cones below—
Characteristic Total j Total . Total
' number number number
. Economy- | Low-cost Economy | Low-cost Economy { Low-cost
level level level level level level
Unrelated {ndividusls
Total. ol eanan 11,182 43.9 49.8 9,719 41.8 48.0 1,463 571.5 61.7
- Residence: . R ) T ’
SNORMArm. .. e 10,820 4.0 49.8 9,379 42,0 48.0 1,441 57.4 61.7
Farm...__.._.. feeeeeecmascaccscecmcnenan 362 40.4 49.3 | - 340 38.6 48.0 2 ® Q)]
9,719 41.8 [ %20 3 VRN PUEPRIPGI R IR NI SUSUUUIUUUN S S
1, 57.6 [ 0518 TR ISP EUNICRN MU AN MO
9389 47.6 49.9 873 © 45,8 47.8 - 118 2163.5 3185.9
995 26.3 28.8 792 23.3 25.2 203 38.7 42.7
1,000 23.6 25.4 785 19.9 21.8 215 37.1 30.6
1,875 30.5 35.3 |- 1,308 25.9 30.2 287 52.0 59.8
2,332 39.3 43.4 2,024 34.9 38.3 308 67.8 70.4
4,201 80.3 69.2 3,937 58.0 88.3 354 73.8 78.3
4,278 © 3.7 39.4 3,501 31.3 37.3 . 684 46.1 50.0
6,907 50.3 5.3 6,128 48.1 -54.3 7 | 67.8 72.1
3,119 42.1 47,7 2,778 41.8 47.8 341 T 4.1 48.5
2,974 45.5 82.7. 2,720 . 443 51.6 254 58.9 .7
2,830 52.7 57.5 2,184 46.8 51.9 666 72,5 |. 75.7
2,259 3.3 39.1 2,057 33.8 39.3 202 28.7 37.3
6,978 26.0 30.4 5,092 23.0 27.4 086 43.8 49,0
4,204 73.8 82.0 3,727 72.2 81.2 477 85.7 88.0
4,809 | 66.9 75.5 4,289 85.0 |. 74.4 520 82.0 {. 85.3
460 4.5 49.4 387 40.5 45.3 93 60.68 66.3
Employed 5,013 25.2 23.9 5,063 22.3 25.9, 850 42.2 46.8
Professional and technical workers. ....| . 1,234 28.5 30.8 1,159 28.4 30.7 |- 78 35.8 40.0
Farmers and fsrm managers............ 131 142.9 146.9 121 239.6 2 44.0 10 (O] “
Managers, officials, and . proprietors
(except farm). . _.....icccocenaeon- . 445 18.9 3.1 425 17.0 21.5 20 50.0 50.0
Clerical and sales workers. - 1,367 11.8 14.8 1,270 11.2 14.4 97 17.1 17.1
Craftsmen and foremen. - 301 . 5.8 7.5 289 8.0 7.8 b b3 SR F,
Operatives. .. ... ... oeaas 866 14.4 17.8 727 11.4 14.0 139 29.8 36.5
Service workers, vate . .
household._....... 1,171 4.9 51.5 803 40.4 47.4 - 368 55.8 6.7
Private household w 421 70.2 78.5 . 223 70.9 79.4 188 260.4 278.2
Laborers (except mine). 398 | 4.5 47.5 289 . 42,4 45.3 128 45.8 52.1
Work experience: - . . .o
Worked in 1963......... 8,729 26.4 30.8 5,788 23.7 28.0 041 43.7 48.9
Worked at full-ti. 5,564 . 20.8 2.9 4,864 19.2 2.1 700 32.4 38.0
50-52 weeks. 3,719 12.8 |, 15.8 . 3.204 11.5 13.9 425 2.3 29.1
40-49 weeks_ T4 2.9 25.9 850 21.6 24.5 94 O] O]
38 weeks or less. 1,101 48.1 50.8 920 4.9 50.0 181 - 83.9 35.3
Worked at part-time jobs. - 1,165 583.5 - 63.9 924 47.2 58.9 2241 75.3. 79.8
50-52 weeks_.......... - 398 46.3 5§7.1 307 45.9 5.1 89 57.8 64.1
49 weeks or less._. ’ 769 585.7 -87.4 617 47.9 81.2 152 84.4 87.7
Did not work fn 1963 ... ... .......... 4,453 70.4 78.5 3,831 68.7 77.5 522 82.7 85.0
Ilordisabled. . ... .oioioieiaa... 974 79.8 86.4 747 76.8. 84.9 27 87.2 88.4
Keeping house. . ... . .. ... ... 2,078 7.5 70.8 1,941 70.8 79.5 133 84.8 84.8
Going t0 8choOl. - . oo ceeamcas 108 | 188.8 3188.68 83 O] ) 23 ) )
Could not ind WOrk......ceeueeeeenn.. 128 2183.3 187.5 89 ) O] 39 Q) ®
(03, S 1,169 57.8 68.0 1,071 58,8 87.0 L. ) PRI . SR,
Source of income: )
Earnings only. . ....ceuoionnoeianann 3,838 1 20.7 32.7 3,111 28.5 20.2 ™ 43.5 47.5
Eamings and other income............... 3,138 21.3 27.6 2, 19.2 25.3 256 .5 52.9
. Other income only or no income.......... 4,206 73.8 82.0 .3, 72.2 81.2 480 85.8 88.0

1 For definition of poverty criteria, see text.
1 Base between 100,000 and 200,000.
3 Includes members of the Armed Forces.

T sAl work-experience data, including data for year-round, full-time
workers, limited to civilian workers. '

Source: Derived from tabulation of the Current Pobulalion Sureey, March

. 4 Not shown for fower than 100,000 units.

were in & family of a worker with a regular full-
time job. - : o

‘It is difficult to say which is the more striking
statistic: ‘that 6 percent of the families headed by
‘a male year-round full-time worker were never-
theléss poor, or that 25 percent of the families

1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.

with a male head who did not have a full-tim
job all year were.poor. :
That a man risks poverty for his family when
he does not or cannot work all the time might be -
expected, but to end the year with so inadequate
an income, even. when he has worked all week
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every week, must make his efforts seem hopeless.

Yet, with minimum wage provisions guarantee-
ing an annual income of only $2,600, and many
workers entitled to not even this amount, it should
not be too surprising that in 1963 there were 2
million families in poverty despite the fact that
the head never was ont of a job, as shown below.

{In millions]

Male Femaslo

All
Type of family. families | head head

Almost all the male heads who had worked full-
time all year in 1963 were also currently employed
in March 1964 in poor and nonpoor families alike.
Among the women year-round full-time workers,
only 80 percent of those at the head of families
who were poor in terms of their 1963 income were
still employed in the spring of the following year,
compared with 96 percent of those not poor.
Among 1.8 million male heads of families who
were poor despite their year-round full-time em-
ployment, more than a fifth gave their current
occupation as farmers, an equal number were op-
eratives, and nearly a fifth were laborers. Only 3
percent were professional or technical workers.
By contrast, among the nonpoor, 1 in 7 of the
male family heads working the year around at
full-time jobs were currently employed as profes-
sional or technical workers and only 4 percent
each were farmers or laborers.

Notwithstanding the current stress on more
jobs, it is clear that at least for poor families
headed by a full-time year-round worker—more
than a fourth of the total—it is not so much that
more jobs are required but better ones, if it is pre-
sumed that the head of the family will continue
to be the main source of support and that there
will continue to be as many large families. In
less than a fifth of the poor families headed by a
man working full time the year around was the
wife in the paid labor force, and in only about
two-fifths was there more than one earner. By

_ contrast, in the corresponding group of nonpoor
famiiies, one-third of the wives were working or

7.2 5.2 2.0
2.0 1.8 2
1.4 1.3 1
.8 -] .1
5.2 3.4 1.8
2.7 2.8 11
15 .8 T

in the market for a job, and 55 percent of the
families in all had at least one earner in addition
to the head (table 9).

Not even for the 5.2 million poor families with
a head who worked less than a full year can jobs
alone provide an answer. Among the.poor, about
two-thirds of the male heads who had worked
part of the year or not at all in 1963 gave ill
health or other reasons—including retirement—as
the main reason, rather than an inability to find
work. Of the female heads less than fully em-
ployed in 1963, about five-sixths gave household
responsibilities’ as the reason; though fewer
claimed ill health or disability, they nevertheless

‘outnumbered those who said they had been look-

ing for work. Among the unrelated individuals,
only 1 in 6 of the men and 1 in 14 of the women
not working the year around gave unemployment
as the chief reason. At best it will be difficult to
find jobs that a large number of the underem-
ployed heads of poor households can fill, as the
following figures indicate.

Percentage distribution of units with
income below economy level
Work experience of head in 1063 Families ‘E&?}&‘g}s :
Male | Female
bead head Male | Female
Total. .o iciaeiaaeen 100 100 100 100
Worked all year. ... coeeenn..- 39 15 21 11
Full-time job__ ... ....... 35 9 17 K
Part-time job. .. . ..o ... 4 8 4 4
Worked part of the year___...... 3 28 28 20
Looking for work...... .- 19 7 11 4
111, disabled........ . 4 4 3
Keeping house...... 15 |eciimannat [}
Allother........... 2 13 7
Didn't work at all.__.... can 58 81 69
111, disabled........... .- 10 20 14
Keeping house. ____. - 41 (.. 43
Couldn't ind work 2 4 2
Allother. . ..oiooiomiomannnan 5 7 10

OCCUPATION AND POVERTY

The chances of a family’s being poor differ not
only with the amount of employment of the head
but also with the kind of work he does. This is a
reflection of the different pay rates and lifetime
earnings patterns that workers at different trades
can expect. It appears, however, that the associa-
tion is compounded: Not only do certain occupa-
tions pay less well than others, but workers in
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those occupations tend to ...ve larger families
than the others. Thus an income unlikely to be
‘high to begin with must be stretched to provide
for more children rather than less.

Of families headed by a male year-round full-

time worker and with income above the economy
level, more than half had either no children under
age 18 in the household or only one. Only 4 per-
cent had more than four. By contrast, among the
corresponding group of families with income less

TaBLE 9.—Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of families and
unrelated individuals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels,! by sex of head and other specified characteristics

—Conlinued

{Data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampllngdvariability that may be relatively large where the size of
the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage is based is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of response and nonreporting]

Units with male head Units with female head
All units with incomes— and with incomes— and with incomes—
: Above Above Above
Characteristic Below|Above! 2200° | Below|Above|Below|Above O |Below|Above| BelowiA bove - {Below|Above
econ- | econ- | ST+ | low- | low- | econ- | econ- batow | 1ow-"| low- | econ- | econ- below | Jow- [ low-
omy | omy ;o ot cost cost | omy | omy |y " cost cost | omy | omy Tow- cost | cost
level | level level | level { level | level level | level | level | level level | level
cost cost cost
level level level
Families with head a year-round full-time worker ¢
Number (in thousands)...._.......... 2,029 128,680 | 1,723 | 3,752 {26,937 | 1,851 {27,569 | 1,600 | 3,451 (25,969 | 178 | 1,091 123 301 968
Percent. . ... eeiiacacaees 100.0 ; 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 { 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Residence: . .
Nonfarm . ... iiiianaaa- 78.47 941 89.5| 83.5| 4.4 76.6 ] 93.9 88.7 82.2| 94.2: 97.0| 99.11} 100.0 | 98.2 9.0
Farm. . eiaccciaceiaas 21.6 5.9 10.5 16.5 5.6 23.4 6.1 1.3 17.8 5.8 3.0 S PO 1.8 1.0
Race of head: . )
White. .. i 68.5 | 93.7 81.0 | 74.3| 94.5| 7.3 94.0 | 83.0( 76.71 94.7| 39.6| 87.3 58.4 46.0 1.3
Nonwhite. . coooee i iiaeannn 3.5 6.3 19.0-| 25.7 5.5 28.7 6.0{ 17.0 | 2.3 53| 60.47 12.7| 4.8} 54.0 8.7
9.1 4.4 6.5 7.9 4.3 9.4 4.5 7.0 8.3 4.3 6.0 2.3 .- 3.3 2.6
22.0f 21.6| 29.6) 25.5| 2.0} 22.2 22.0| 30.86} 26.1 21.4 | 20.1 11.8 17.4 19.0 10.9
31.3] 29.2| 31.4( 31.4} 29.1 31.0{ 29.3 | 3l.1 31.1 20.2 | 34.3| 28.4 ) 34.8( 3.5 27.8 -
18.3 ) 28.7| 19.7 18.9| 26.0| 17.5{ 25.4| 18.4| 18.0] 25.8| 26.%1| 33.2| 359 30.1 32.8
18.5 15.8 9.6 12.81 18.2 15.7 15.8 9.5 12.8 | 16.0 13.4 | 21.1 12.0 12.8 22.3
3.7 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.4 4.1 3.3 3.4 3.8 3.3 e b 7 N PRSI NS 3.8
15.9 | 34.5| 14.7] 15.3; 25.1 15.5 23.4} 12,9 | 14.3] 2.1 | 20.1} 51.2{ 38.0| 27.4 52.9
12.5| 21.6 ! 13.0} 12.7] 22.1 11.9 21.3 11.4 1.6 | 21.9 18,7 20.4| 34.8( 25.2 28.7
15.8 | 28.7 15.2 1 15.5( 24.3 15.2 1 24.2 18.3 15,2 24.8| 22.4 10.2 4.1 19.0 9.8
16.8 | 15.8] 18.8{ 172.8| 156| 17.0}. 16.1 19.9( 18.3 ] 15.9 | 18.7 6.8 5.4 11.5 6.7
14.7 8.2 17.1 15.8 7.1 15.0 8.5.] 18.4 16.8 7.9 | 1.9 ) B 3 POR 7.1 LS
24.2 6.2 211 22.8 3.3 25.5 6.4 22.2| 24.0 5.4 11.2 1.2 7.6 9.7 .4
18.3 | 33.0{ 17.3 1791 34.0] 18.9| 32.4 16.5 17.8 | 33.3 12.7 47.9 | 27.2| 18.8 50.3
13.2 | 20.3 12.9 | 13.0] 21.0] 12.7| 20.2 1.5 12.1| -20.7 17.9| 27.8| 31..5| 23.5 27.3
15.8| 21.7} 157} 15.8| 22.1 15,2 | 2.9 | 154 153 | 22.3| 21.6| 150} 19.6 | 20.8 14.4
16.6 " 13.5 19.8 18.1 13.1 16.4 13.8 | 20.2 18.1 13.4 19.4 5.7 15.2 17.7 L 4.5
14.4 6.9 16.2 15.2 6.3 14.7 7.0 16.9 | 15.7 6.4 11.9 3.2 8.5 9.7 2.7
10.0 2.8 11.2 10.8 2.2 10.0 2.8 12.0 | 10.9 2.3 10.4 [ T PO .. 6.2 .4
11.8 1.8 6.9 9.4 1.4 12,1 1.8 7.4 9.9 1.5 8.0 |ecoafeuannns 3.5 |acaeens
11.1 27.1 21.2 15.7{ 27.5 11.4| 27.1 21.2 15.9 | 27.4 8.2 | 20.3| 2.7 13.7 30.2
21,4 30.4) 26,4} 23.7| 30.7| 21.9| 30.6( 26.5{ 24.0| 30.9| 16.4| 24.5( 25.0 19.9 24.5
South "57.61 26.8( 43.0| 50.9| 25.8( 57.3| 26.8| 43.4 50.8( 25.7| 61.2| 27.8; 38.0] 5i.8 28.5
est 9.9 15.7 9.4 9.7 16.0 9.5] 15.5 9.0 9.2 15.9 | 14.2 18.4 15.2 14.8 18.8
Type of family:
Malehead. ... . iiiieal 91.2| 96.2( 92.9| 92.0| 96.4| 100.0 ) 100.0 ; 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 ¥ 2 ) ® )
Married, wife present. . 88.4 | 94.1 | 91.5( 89.8( o94.3| 96.9| 97.9} 98.5| 97.7| 97.8 ® *) ) ® ®)
Wife in paid labor force. 15.9) 32.2( 19.9 17.7 330§ 17.4| 33.5] 21.4 19.3 | 3.2 @ (0] ®) (1) ()
‘Wife not in paid labor force. 72.5) 6.9} 1.6} T2.1 61.3 79.5 | 64.4 77.1 78.4 | 63.8 *) *) ® ®) *)
Other marital status 2.8 2.1 1.4 2.2 2.1 3.1 2.1 1.5 2.3 22| @ [Q () ) [
Female head_ .. 8.8 3.8 7.1 8.0 3.6 (O] ® ® @ ® 100.0 | 100.0 {.100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Number of earners .
None 1.3 [ooo.. .3 S 2 PR .9 .3 N 1 PO 8.0 | eeaaaes 3.5 |camaas
1. 60.9 4.9 57.4 59.3 4.1 60.8 .9 57.2 59.1 4.1 4.2 48.3 59.8 62.4 4.6
2. 20.0 | 40.6| 32.6-30.7| 41.1| 20.8| 40.7{ 33.1| 31.3 | 41.2] 20.9] 38.8| 26.1| 23.0 40.4
3. .- 8.7 14.4 9.7 9.2 14.7 8.7 14.4 9.4 9.0 4.7 9.0 4.8 4.1 1.1 15.0
Employment and occupa! -
Not in labor force 3..... 2.1 g 1.5 1.8 .6 1.1 .8 1.1 1.1 S 127 2.9 6.5 10.2 2.5
Unemployed....__. 3.1 .9 1.8 2.4 .8 2.7 .9 1.5 2.2 .8 6.7 .7 2.2 4.9 .5
Employed .| 94.8) 98.5) 97.0| 95.8] 98.6| 96.2| 08.5| 97.4| 06.8] 08.6 | 80.6 | 96.3| 91.3| 85.0 97.0
Professional and technical workers....| 2.5| 13.8 4.8 3.5 143 2.7 13.9 3.0 3.8 14.4 | ... 11.7 2.2 .9 12.9
Farmers and farm managers._.......... 19.9 3.7 7.3 14.1 3.5 2.7 3.8 7.8 | 15.3 3.6 1.5 02 feaaican .9 .3
Managers, officials, and proprietors !

(except farm). .. ... . . _...... 10.9 18.1 12.8 11.8 18.4| 11.8| 18.5 13.1 12.3 18.8 4.5 7.4 8.7 6.2 7.3
Clerical and sales workers - 3.1 14.2 8.6 5.64 14.5 2.5 13.1 8.1 5.1 13.4 9.0 41.1 15.2 11.5 4.4
Craftsmen and foremen. . - 9.1 19.3 15.9 | 12.2 19.8 10.0} 20.1 17.1 13.3 | 20.3 [oc..--- Y- 3 R mmen .3
Operatives.._ . _..._.._.._ o211 189 8.4} 2.1 18.6 | 21.6| 19.0| 24.3 ) 22.8| 18.7| 15.7} 15.9| 12.0| 14.2 16.3
Service workers, total______ .-} 11.3 6.6 12.8 12.0 8.2 1.8 8.1 9.7 8.7 59| 48.5{ 19.5] 53.3| 50.4 15.2

Private household workers. - 2.9 .1 .5 1.8 -1 09 |eeacacaloncenan 1% 3 PO 28.4 2 7.6 19.9 2.8
Laborers (except mine)................ 16.8 3.9 1.4 4.4 3.4| 183 4.1] 12.3| 185 3.6 ) U 18 [ SR R 1 S,
See footnotes at end of table.
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than the economy level, fewer than a third had ing when ranked by a measure of earnings poteﬁ-'
no more than one child in the home and nearly a tial. There is a cycle in family income as well as

fourth had five or more. in family size, although the two patterns are not
The poverty rates for families with heads in  generally in perfect correspondence. On the as-
different occupations (table 8) take on new mean- - sumption that for the average family it is mainly

TABvLE‘ 9.—Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentagé distribution of families and
i u_n(r}elated individuals with 1963 incomes above and below specified levels,! by sex of head and other specified characteristics
ontinued - : ’ : ’ . : )

[Data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may-be relatively large where the size of
the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage is based is snuali; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of response and nonreporting}

WP OO WD O

— . Units with male head . Units with female head
- All units with incomes and with incomes— " and with incomes— -
1
_ . |Above . Above . - Above| - .
Charneteristic Below(Above g;:gn- Below|Above[Below|Ahove| ¢°% |BelowiAbove Below{Above :cnz:n- BelowjAbove
econ- ( econ- belo%v low- | low- | econ- | econ- below | 10%- [ low- [ econ- | econ- belo);\'r : low- | low-
.omy | omy ;5 7| cost | cost | omy | omy low. | COSt | cost | omy | omy low. | cost [ cost
level .| level cost level | level | level | level cost | level [“level’| level | levei: -cost | level | level
level level PN B level”
- o ' Unrelated individuals
Number (in thousands)........_...... 4,915 | 6,267 | 658 | 5,573 | 5,609 | 1,441 | 2,834 | 242 | 1,683 | 2,502 | 3.474 | 3.433 416 | 3,800 | 3;017
Percent. ... ... .___. R T 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 { 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0
Residence: , : . 1 } . .
Nonfarm 97.0| 96.6 | 9511 06.8| 96.7| 04.5| 95.9| 903.4 94.3] 955 98.11 97.11 96.1 | 97.9 97.3
3.0 3.4 4.9 3.2 3.3 5.5 4.1 6.6 5.7 4.5 1.9 2.9 3.9 21| .27
82.8 | 90.1} 90.6 | 83.7]-90.0( 78.0| 87.0 80.0 | 70.6 86.8| B84.8( @2.7] 91.86] 85.5| 02.8
17.2 9.9 (- 9.4 16:37 10.0|.22.0] 13.0 11.0 | 20.4 | 13.2 15.2 7.3 8.4 | 14.5° 7.2
9.6 8.3 3.5 8.9 8.8 | 13.9 7.4 8.0 | 12.8 7.5 7.8 9.0 .1.9 7.1 1 10.0
5.4 1.7 3.5 5.1 12,7 8.2 17.4 3.3 7.51 18.7 4.2 7.0 3.8 4.1 7.5
4.8 12.2 2.9 4.6 13.3 8.9 16.1 2.7 8.0 17.3 3.1 9.0 2.9 3.1 9.9
9.8 17.51 11.4¢ 10.0| 18.2f 12.6 17.3| 17.0| 13.3| 17.3 8.6 | 17.6 8.1 8.5 18.9.
1861 22.6f 14.7| 18.2{ 23.5| 21.5| 18.8 9.3 19.7| 19.7 17.4} 25.8) 17.9{( 17.5 26.8
51.8 | 27.8| &4.1 53.3| 23.5| 34.9 | .23.1-] 61.5] 38.7! 19.5 58.9| 31.7| 65.6| %9.6 27.0
29.6 | 45.6 | 37.1) 30.5) 46.6 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 [ ) () [ (&)
70.4 1 5.4 62.9( 69.5( 53.4| (» ®). (O O] () | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.
26.71 28.81.26.5( 26.7f 20.0| 2n.9) 28.8°( 30.2 23.1] 28.4.1 28.8| 28.9| 24.4| 28.3 29.
27.6 | 25.8) 32.4) 28.2| 25.0| 27.2| 24.5 28.4] 27.1| 24.3| 277 26.0| 38.0| 28.6 25.
30.3| 21:4| 21,0 20.2] 21.4! 31.8 . 20.1 19.21.30.0¢ 20.2{ 29.7) 22.4] 2.1 28.9 22,
15.31 240! 20.0; 159] 24.5] 19.1| 26.8] 24.2 19.8| 27.0| 13.8| 2t.7| 17.5| 14.2 2.
38.9 | 82.5| 47.6| 38.2 | 86.5{ 47.5| 86.8 45.6 47.2 | 90.6 | 32.5| 78.8) 48.7| 34.2 83.
63.1 17.5 52.4 81.8 13.5 " 52.5 13.2 54.4 52.8 9.4 67.5.| 21.2 51.3 65.8 17.
65.41 254 63.3] 6521 20.0| 520 2.5].62.1 54.2 ) 16.6 | 70.7} 20.4( 64.0| 70.0[- 24.
Unemployed..... 4.2 4.1 3.5 4.1 4.2 7.9 6.1 7.1 7.8 8.0 2.8 2.4 1.3 2.5| .2
Employed.. __..__...___.. . ;3041 70.6| 33.3) 30.7] 74.9| 30.2| 73.4| 30.8| 38.0| 77.4| 26.7 68.2| 34.7| 27671 72
‘Prolessional and technical wo 7.2 14 4.3 6.8 | 15.2 8.9 | 13.8 4.9 8.4 | 14.4 6.4 14.5 3.97 6.1] 16.0
. Farmers and farm managers._ 1.1 1.2, .8 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.3 2.2 2.1 23] .7 I 1 PO .- T .3
Managers, ollicials, and pr : . . ’ . - ’ : T
(except farm).__..__. 1.7 5.8 2.9 1.9 6.1 3.4 7.41 - 3.8 3.5 7.7 1.0 4.4 2.3 ‘11 4.7
Clerical and sales workers 3.2 19.2 6.1 3.67) 20.8 331 10.2 ... 2.8 11.1 3.2| 2.8 9.7¢. 3.9 29.2
raftsmen and foremen . .4 4.8 .8 4| 5.0 1.0 9.0 1.1 1.0 9.7 .1 .9 .8 .1 .9
Operatives...___._ ... . 251 11.9{" 4.3 2.7 12.7 4.8} 15.0 5.5 4.7 | '15.9 .77 - 0.2 3.6| 1.9 . 10.0
Service workers, incl . R ) L
household...... 10.7 1 '10.2} 11.6f 10.8] 10.1 4.6 8.2 8.6 4.9 8.4 13.2] 12.0| 14.6| 13.4 11.8
Private household 601 2.0 5.3 5.9 1.6 I I, b3 R 2 8.4, 3.7 8.4 8.4 - 3.0
.+ Laborers (except mine) 3.8 3.8 2.4 3.4 3.8 11.3 7.7 6.6| 10.6|. 7.9 i R I . B - L2
Work experience:s ¢ . : . . '
© Worked in 1963...._...__.. 38.2 1 79.0 44.9'| 37.3! 83.0| 48.7| 83.8| 46.1| 48.3| 87.3 3.0 75.0 44.2 32.4 79.2
Worked st full-time job.. 2.6 704 26.5| 23.0( 75.5| 34:0| 76.4| 31.9 34.4| 80.6| 18.8| .65.4] 23.4 19.3 1 7.1
50-52 weeks PR 9.7 51.81 15.5] 10.4| 56.0] 16.7 4.1 19,2 17.1 57.4 6.8 49.8| 13.3| 7.5 | " 54.8
4049 weeks_ . 3.5 9.2 3.5 3.5 9.8 2.9 9.4 1.1 2.6 10.2 3.7 8.9 4.9 3.9 0.5
39 weeks or le 10.4 | - 9.5. 7.6 | 10.0 9.7} 153 12.9{ 11.5| 14.8|.13.0 8.3 -6.6 5.2 7.9 8.8
Worked at part-time jobs. ..._. 12,7 8.6 18.4| 13.4 7.5 13.8 7.4 14.3] 13.9 6.8 12,2 9.6 20.8) 13! : 8.1
50-52 weeks. . _......_... 4.0 3.2" 4.7 4.1 3.0 4.3 2.7 3.3( 4.2 2.7 3.8 3.8 5.5 4.0v 3.3
49 weeks orless_._____ 8.7 5.4 13.7 9.3 4.5 9:5 4.7 1 11.0 9.7]. 4.1 8.4 6.1 15.3 9.11 4.8
. Did not work in 1963 ._____ .. . ... 63.8 1 21.0 | "55.1 62.7| 17.0 51.3 | 16.2| 53.8] 51.7| 12.7 89.0 1 25.0( 55.8 61.6. 20.8
11l or disabled.. ... __.__ 15.8 3.1 9.8 15.1 2.4 19.8 3.2 10.4 18.3 2.5 14,2 3.1 9.4 13.7. 2.2
Keeping house. .. 30.1 (. 9.4 259| 20.6 7.4 QRO ) @ ¢ 42,71 17.2| 4.2 42,67 13.9
Going to school...... 1.9 [0 . 1.7 21 2.4 3 ) RS 2.1 .2 1.7 .2 s .3
Could not find work. ... 2.2 .3 .8 2.0 3 3.6 a3 2.2 3.4 .3 1.6 . 1.4 .3
Other......._. . ... ...l 13.8 791 188 14.3( 6.7| 256 12.4| 41.2] -27.9 9.7 8.7 4.2° 8.4 4.1
Source of income: - o : ‘ . . . .
Eamingsonly ... ... .._............_. 23.3 | 43.1 17.3 ) 22.6 | 46.1| '34.4| 48.4| 20.9( 32.5! 50.9 18.61 38.6( 15.3] 18.2
Earnings and other income_.___.___ .. _ 13.6 | 39.4( 30.21 15.6| 40.5{ 13.0| 38.3| 24.7| 14.7 (39.6 | 13.9 40.3 | 33.4| 16.0
Other income only or no income.........| 63.1 17.5 | 52.4| 61.9) 13.5| 526 | 13.3| 54.4 1 52.8 9.4} 67.6( 21.1}- 513}, 65.8 |.
-, For definition of poverty levels, see text. - L workers, limited to civilian workers. <. '
3 Not applicable. =~ . . . : * Not sbown'for fewer thaa 100,000 units. - T
} Loctudes members of the Armed Forces. -~ - Source: Derived from tabulstion of the Current Population Sursey, March

‘Al work-experlence dats, including data for year-round, full-time 1964, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.
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the earning capacity of the husband that sets the
scale at which the family must live, the poverty
rates for families of employed male heads by oc-
cupation have been arrayed according to the
median earnings (in 1959) of men aged 35—44.
This is the age at which, on the basis of cross-
sectional data, earnings for the average worker in
most occupations are at their peak. Two things
are abundantly clear.

In general, the poverty rates for families of
men in different occupations are inversely related
to the median peak earnings—that is, the lower
the average earnings at age 35—44, the greater the
risk of poverty for the family. (In some instances,
as among families of some of the proprietors,
work of the wife and other adults may count as
unpaid family labor rather than add earnings to
the family income.) The size of the average family
with children seems also to vary inversely with
earning capacity, in terms of the number of chil-

dren ever born to the wives aged 3544 of men

employed in these occupations.

The following figures illustrate the pattems
separately for white and nonwhite families with
male head.

Pereent of wives
Incid d 3544 of
Medlan {of poverty mpbged wﬁ{:,f“'
“';‘:f’ among number of
Occupation group ;{"ke; hg:‘tlé” children ever
aged |employed born
35441 kx;-%e’
4or
0-2 3 more
White males:
Professional and technlcal

haf'21 T T, $8,015 2 58 3 20
Managers, otticials, proprietors,

(except farm)... ............. 7,488 ] 57 2 20
Sales workers..........ccoao.n.. 8,328 3 60 2 19
Craftsmen and foremen......... 5,795 4 54 21 25
Clerical and kindred workers... 5,508 2 81 2 19
Operatives. . ....ococeueoomuanns 5,075 [] 53 20 27
Service workers..........ecoe... 4,010 8 57 20 3
Nonfarm laborers. ......ccoeaeue 4,006 15 49 19 3
Farmers and farm managers.... 2,645 28 42 22 38
Farm laborers...........c...... 2,020 43 3 17 48

Nonwhite males
Professional and technical !
1\;'01'““...."i u;la ....... o 5,485 12 as 18 19
anagers, olfic prop! rs

(exoept farm) . .. _.o.oc.ceoaen 4,685 21 §7 16 2
Clerical and kindred workers. .. 4,630 13 61 14 25

4,010 O] 87 16 27

, 888 21 52 13 335

3,495 7 51 12 37

2,970 25 57 13 30

2,825 45 48 11 41

978 70 M ] 57

Farmers and farm managers...._ 45 78 14 9 85

11n 1959.

* Currently employed family heads in March 1984, with 1963 fam{ly money
income below the economy level in 1963,

¢ Wives of currently employed men at time of 1960 Decennial Census.

¢ Not avaiiable.
Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960: Occupation by Earnings and
Education, PC(2)-7B; Women by Number of Children Ever Born, PC(2)-

9A; and Socisl Security Administration.

For many families a critical pomt in financial
status may be the arrival of the fourth or fifth
child. At all occupational levels (except among
wives of professional and technical employees)
the nonwhite family tends to be larger than the
white, but on the average nonwhite families are
at a lower economic level than white families in
the same occupational class. A more accurate, or
at least a narrower, occupational grouping would
probably show less difference between the sizes of
white and nonwhite families at equivalent eco-
nomic levels.

Some of the differences in number of children
are related to different patterns of age at first
marriage. But even among women who married
at the same age there remains evidence of a differ-
ence in life style among occupational groups, in
terms of number of children ever born.

The discussion here centers on children ever
born rather than the more common statistic of
children present in the home. Use of the latter
figure results in serious understatement of the
total number of children in large families who
may be subject to the risk of poverty before they
reach adulthood.

Differences in the two statistics are greater for
the low-income occupations, such as nonfarm
laborers with their large families, than for high-
income occupations, such as professional and
technical workers with their smaller families. It
appears to be the families with less income to loock
forward to in the first place who have more
children.?

The statistics by occupation may throw light on
the intergeneration cycle of poverty. It is not
necessary here to repeat the admonition that edu-
cation for our youngsters is a long step up in the
escape from poverty. It is of importance, how-
ever, that in these days, when children generally
are receiving more education than those a genera-
tion ago, the degree of upward mobility is affected
by social environment as indicated by the occupa-
tion as well as by the education of the father.
According to a recent report, among children of
men with the same educational attainment, those
with fathers in white-collar jobs are much more
likely than children of fathers in manual and

21 See also Bureau of the Census, Current Population
Reports, “Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Popula-
tion: 1960,” Series P-23, No. 12, July 31, 1964.
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- service jobs or in farm jobs to acquire more years
of school training than their parents.”

The statistics on occupation and poverty may
have even further import. The work history of
aged persons currently receiving public assistance
‘might well show that many of the recipients (or
the persons on whom they had depended for sup-
port) used to work at the same kinds of jobs cur-
rently held by many of the employed poor. Earn-
ings too little to support a growing family are
not likely to leave much margin for saving for
old age. Moreover, such low earnings will bring
entitlement to only minimal OASDI benefits.

_IMPLICATIONS

The causes of poverty are many and varied.
Because some groups in the population are more
vulnerable, however, a cross-section of the poor
will differ from one of the nonpoor, measure for

measure. The mothers bringing up children with-

out a father, the aged or disabled who cannot
earn, and the Negro who may not be allowed to

2 Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
“Educational Change in a Generation,” Series P-20, No.
132, Sept. 22, 1964. )

earn will, more often than the rest of us, know
the dreary privation that denies them the good
living that has become the hallmark- of America.

But there are others thus set apart, without the
handicap of discrimination or disability, who can-
not even regard their plight as the logical conse-
quence of being unemployed. There are millions
of children in “normal” as well as broken homes
who will lose out on their chance ever to strive
as equals in this competitive society because they
are denied now even the basic needs that money
can buy. And finally there are the children yet to
come, whose encounter with poverty can be pre-
dicted unless the situation is changed for those _
currently poor. ' ,

Neither the present circumstances nor the rea-
sons for them are alike for all our impoverished
millions, and' the measures that can help reduce
their number must likewise be many and varied.
No single program, placing its major emphasis on
the needs of one special group alone, will succeed.
Any complex of programs that does not allow for
the diversity of the many groups among the poor
will to that degree leave the task undone. The
poor have been counted many times. It remains
now to count the ways by which to.help them gain
a new identity.
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TaBLe A.—Composition of families with children: Number of members in families with own children under age 18, by sex of head

) Husband-wife families, by number of children Fam:lges Families with female head, by number of children
: . wil vl
Famnily member’s relationship to head other '
Total 1 2 3or4 | 5ormore g:;lg Total 1 2 dord4 |5o0rmore
Number of families, total (in thousands).| 23,498 7.380 7.528 6,780 1,810 301 1,892 785 510 436 161
Number of persons: T
Total (in thousands)..... .1 108,174 24,403 31,628 37,338 14,718 1,110 7,068 2,036 1,7 2,082 1,189
, Number per family, total . 4.60 3.32 4.20 5.51 8.13 3.69 3.73 2.60 3.45 4.78 7.38
Family head... - 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Under 8ge 35, . .cocnemunneecnnncaaaan. .37 .35 .40 .38 .28 .20 .35 W24 .38 .48 .47
ABOA 358 o oiiieiiarcaciaaaaan. .57 .83 .58 .59 .69 .81 .59 .85 .58 .52 .52
Aged 55-64. ... ieeieiiiiaiaas .05 .10 .04 .02 .03 .14 .05 .09 .03 .01 (1)
Aged 6507 OVer. o omeooiiiaeiL .01 .02 O] .01 .00 .08 .0l .02 .01 .01 Q)]
Wifeothead......oomeoaoiaiiiL .99 .99 .99 .99 5 N PO PORRSRR PR DRI USSP S
Relatives underage 18. ... ._........... 2.38 1.04 2.0t { B 5.88 2.07 2.33 1.12 2.09 3.44 6.03
Own children underage 6............. .91 .38 .79 1.30 2.08 .44 .60 .18 .19 .99 1.93
Own children aged 6-17 1.44 .62 1.19 2.00 3.713 1.53 1.62 .82 1.51 2.34 3.06
Other. .03 .04 .03 .03 .08 .10 11 12 .09 A1 .14
Relatives aged 18-64 .19 .24 15 .15 .24 .58 .35 .40 .32 .30 .34
ns aged 18-24 .07 .09 .05 .05 .10 o .12 B .13 .10 .10 .12
Sons aged 25-64 .01 .02 .01 .01 .01 .04 .03 .04 .02 .01 .0l
Daughters aged 18-24__ .05 07 .04 .04 .07 12 .09 .10 .08 .08 .10
Daughters aged 25-64. . 01 .01 O] ) .01 .11 .02 .03 .02 .0t .01
Other male aged 18-64 .02 .02 .02 .02 .03 07 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04
" Other fernale aged 18-64.........._.... .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 .09 .06. .06 .08 .06 .08
Relatives aged 65orover................ .04 .04 .04 .03 .03 .08 .05 .08 .04 .04 .03
Male. oo eieeeceecaan .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 .0 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01
Female ... oo iieeiraennnn .03 .03 .03 .02 .02 .05 .04 | .08 .03 .03 .02
¥ Less than .005.

Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960; Persons by Family Characteristics, PC(2)-4B.

TasLe B.—Composition of families of different sizes: Percentage distribution of persons in families by relationship to

total number in family and sex of head

head, by

Husband-wife families, Fam- Families with female head,
. Al by number of persons . ‘lvl‘:eg by number of persons ’
. + .
Type of famlly member families . ozh?r -
. or male 8or
Total 2 3 dord | ove head Total 2 3 4or 5_ more
Number of familles, total (in thousands)......... 45,149 | 39,6859 | 12,046 | 8,451 | 13,723 5,436 1,295 4,197 1,087 1,014 826 369
Number of persons:
Total (In thousands) . .......coceecmeacaacecannn 163,066 [146,924 | 24,045 | 25,254 | 59,970 | 37,654 | 3,761 | 13,282 | 3,984 3,045 3,596 2,657
Percent. ... _..___..... 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 10 0.00] 100.00 100.00{ 100.00| 100.00] 100.00] 100.00{ 100.00| 100.00
Family head. 27.83 1 27.00 | 50.11 | 33.47 | 22.80; 14.44| 34.41 ! 31.60 ) 49.87] 33.33| 23.00 13.89
Under age 35 7.02 7.19 7.43 9.90 7.97 3.9 5.18 5.61 5.42 8.77 6.26. 3.73
Aged 35-54. 12.54 12.47 14.17 14.97 12.79 9.20 { 13.19 13.18 17.87 15.04 10.85 7.08
Aged 55-64..... .« 4,25 4.00 | 14.05 5.46 1.52 .89 6.41 5.50 | 10.79 5.02 2.86 1.69
Aged 63 and ow 3.72 3.25 | 14.46 3.14 .61 .36 9.63 7.33] 15.79 6.50 3.03 1.39
Wife of head......... 24.08 | 26.87 | 49.00] 33.32 | 22.78 | 14.34 | |oeoo oo (e el
Relatives under age 38.66 | 39.00 |........ 22.98 | 46.84 | 62.17| 23.24 | 39.23 | 14.64.| 34.30| 351.30 65.26
. Own children under age 6.. 13.77 | 14.50 | ... 10.06 18.30 | 20.70 3.36 8.58 2.91 7.52 11.87 13.7
Own children aged 6~17. ... 22,81 23.05 |........ 12.18 27.45| 38.05 | 12.31 23.14 10.02 22.86 1 30.39 33.35
Other relatives...._...... - 2.08 1.45 ... .74 1.09 3.42 7.37 7.51 1.71 4.01 9.04 18.14
Relatives aged 18-64._ - 8.08 5.98 [.ceeenn 8.23 6.28 7.871 32,30 | 24.14 26.11 26.81 23.00 19.68
Sons aged 18-24_.____ | 182 1.78 |occannes 2.23 2.00 2.28 2.39 3.35 2.79 3.78 3.53 3.42.
Daughters aged 18-24._ - 1.46 1.32 [coeeeeoe 1.44 1.50 1.79 2.10 2.78 2.01 2.92 3.14 3.31
ns 25-64...... L2 811 PO 2.00 .14 .62 4.23 4.92 7.08 5.62 3.78 2.45
Daughters aged 25-64. . . 1.08 B0 focaeeoon 1.19 .60 .61 6.04 4.98 8.17 5.62 4.39 3.24
Other males aged 18-64... - 1.07 (1 2 PO .68 .65 1.23 7.4 3.42 2.79 3.78 | . 3.81 3.46
Other females aged 18-64. 4 L31 (- 3 .69 .78 1.34 | 10.10 4.69 8.27 5.09 4.37 3.80
Relatives aged 63 or over... .| 1.67 118 ... 20.1 1.22 1.20 | 10.08 5.03 9.39°| 5.48 2.7 1.13
otal male. _......... - .45 5 2N . .50 .37 .44 2.05 1.13 1.711 1.44 .78 .34
Total female. ... e cercceaccccecnan 1.2 80 }._..._.. 1.51 .85 .76 8.03 3.90 7.68 | 4.04 1.92 .79

¥
Source: U.S. Census of Population, 1960; Persons by Family Characteristics, PC(2)~4B.
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TasLe C.—Food-income relatxonshxps among nonfarm °
consumers: Per capita income,! per capita food expenditures,?
and portion of income spent on food by income class and size
of consumer unit, nonfarm households, 1955

TABLE D-—Food-mcome relntlonslnps .zmong urbag con-
sumers: Per capntn income,! per capita food expenditures,?
- and portion of income spent on food, by income class and
size of consumer unit, urban households, 1960-61

.

. . Number of persons in unit _ . > Number of persons in unit
Money Incoms (after taxes) - 7 Money Income (after taxes)
or
2 3 4 5 6 more - . . 1 2 .3 4 5 i;ilt‘:,;e
TOP‘:Il' capita income. $2,03631,603{$1,296/$1,067] $337 8-615 T%tal {ta In .
............ f , . B . er capita ncome.. .. .____|$2,067| $2,750/$2,302/$1, 854(81, 51281,
Per capita expenditure for : . Per capita expenditure for food| $680| $501] $495| ¥ $426! 18;78 3 :ggg
........................ $550| $497) $454| $384] $3350 $283 . Food a3 percent of income...[ 23 22 2 24| 26 28
Food a8 percem of income.... 27 3t 35 36 40 46 - Less than $1,000: ) . : :
Less than $2 ‘ Per capits income._..._...._._.. g158l. 8333l O | &l @] @
Per capita lneome ................ $324) $418| $331( $240! $240{ S156 Per capita expenditure for lood._ $32 273 O | O 1M
Per capita expenditure for food ‘$316| $307) $275 '$196( $154| 3141 Food 8s percent of income....... 43 B O]
- # as 99;;ement of income........ 60| 73 .83 81 64 80. $1,000-1,999: .
.o Per mpita fncome. .. o.oocaoe..oo 1,487| $860| $351 3
Per capita fncome. oo....o...... 31.250 $834] 630 3513 $430| 314 Per capita expenditure for food..| $468| $323| $212 ::.lsg ?ﬁ}s E'g
Per capita expenditure for food...| $456| $424] $331| $208 $298| $199 Rood as percent of income....... 32 38, 38 39 46| %)
Food as 99&:o)ewem of income........ 38 51 52 58 - 69 63 $2,000-2,999: )
Per capita income............... $2,525) $1.265] $868| 1B
Per mpua income................ 81.738 $1.162| $8821 $707; $388| $466 Per capita expenditure for food..| $648| 3385 $269 ?3228 :% ::1‘;:15
. Per capita expeuditure for lood $564| $441| $307| 8327 $291] $248 Food as percent of income _______ 28|. 31 32! 40 39 46
0%%?4 asmpemut of income........ 38 43 46| 49 M $3,000-3,999: . .
. K Per caplta lncome ............... $3,497| $1.786($1,100( $908| $723[ 8405
Per capita income ... $2,242$1,496(31,121) $901( 4751} 3605 Per capita expenditure for food..; $793|  $487 $354|  $203| 8275 $185
Per capita expenditure for food...| $576] $510| $43%7 $388! $350| 3264 Food as percent o! income:...... 23 27 3t 33 38 . 37
o%%_dbasm%emm of income....___. 28 . 34 38, 43 © 47 4 $4,000~4,999:
N . 999: . . " Per capita 1ncome ............... $4,457) $2,350;%1,552181,175( 8015 $678
g:: gg{{: 3?}?3{{6}6}8} foedT ”é;ig $1 sg;{: 81 'sig $1 .8183 ggz ;% Per capita expend‘iture for food..| $042|  $544| $401| $332| 291 3235
sel-‘oocl as 99;;ex'eent of income..._....|" 24 30 .33 3 38 48 ;5' ?s percent of income......... a b I I B
000-7, . Per capltn income. . ... _...... .425( $2,796181,881i81,400:81,102] $797
Per capita Income___...... 183, 352(52, 246181, 605/s1,351s1, 148] 5901 Per capita expenditure for food..| $978) $582| $442] $387] $310| $280
Per capita expenditure for | $7T20| $382f 8527 $435| $386] %383 Food as percent of income. .. ... 18 2 24l 27 29 33
SFO%%% as 9B%ermnt of income. .. . 21 27 31 32 34 42 $6,000-T, 499:
. Per capita Income......_........_ $6,737| $3,392/$2,259/81, 69581, 370,$1,001
Per capita income......... -[$4. 449182, 915($2,187181, 777181, 485|$1, 117 Per capita expenditure for food _.[$1,305! $690| $505| $427 sﬁz $293
Per capita expenditure for $773| . 3616 $564) 8513 $411i $339 Food as percent of income....... 19| 20 .23 -25 27 29
ml;ooo as percent of income. - 17 21 26t . 29 28| 30 - $7,500-9,909: . ’ : " .
or more: Per capita income.__............ L5371 $4.2621$2,902%82, 162{$1, 729181, 260)
Per caplta lncome............... 87, 021185.710.838541 83,7852, 152,017 Per eapita expenditirs or food 1 a4 $600| $494 $435) . $347
-Per capita expen BtiN t of income_.._... 15 -
00d 8. percent of income.......... i i g ® Cum g, 000-14.ppp. - O meome o I I B
- Per caplta income. .._iee._....| (3) | $5,880{%3, 062]%2, 990:$2, 392|$1", 638
Per capita expenditure ror food .|. (3) §934 871: $601] $404| $398
1 Incore after taxes Food as percent of income....... ®) 17, 2 22| 24
-1 Including alcoholic beverages. - - $15,000 or more:
Source: Derived from U.S. Department of Agﬂcultm’e Household Food Per capita income....... ~ooof - (1) |S11,544187. 445185, 733184, 356182, 867
“Consumption Su.rvey, 1955, Food Consumption in the United States (Report Per capita expenditure fo .| () | $1,352) 88881 $725 $719| $537
No. 1), December 1956, Food as percent of income....... 3. 12 12 13 17 19

" rIncomse after taxes and Ioiher money receipts.

from home.

2 Including all purchased food and beverages consumed at home or aw ay

3 Not shown where size of sample under 20.

Source: Derived from Buresu of Labor Statistics, Report No, zra';s.
Consumer Ezpendxtura and Incomes, July 1064.

TaBLe E.—Weighted average of poverty income criteria! for families of different - composmon, by household sxze, sex
of head, and farm or nonfarm residence

Number of family
members

Nonfarm Farm Nonfarm Farm
Male | Female Male |Female||: Male | Female Male | Female
“Total | bead | head | TO | head | head || T°8! | head | head | TO! | head | head

Weighted average of Incomes at

economy level

Weighted average of incomes at low-cost level

1 {under 8ge B88) .. .ccecuimemceicc e rram e maaa $1,580 | $1,650 | 1,525 $960
1{aged 6507 OVEr) o enuniiiinmniiiaicanctneannaans 1,470} 1,480 | 1,465 885
2(under8ge 68). .. o ciimeniiiiiieiiiereaaaieaaas ,050 { 2,085 1,975( 1,240
2 (aged B 0T OVeOr) . .cuiu i iiiaaniiinciaeaaaanan 8501 1,855 1,845 1,110
Beeeccccietccsaccccecranrmasmaacomeccncmcaseaatnnns 2,440 | 2,458 | 2,350 1,410
4 eeeccccccceccccaccscccccacnenascascmsacmacsacnnsnmnn 3.130 ] 3.130| 3,115 1,925
S e eecacccccetcceeicnsencessmeecenescamesemarmaneann ,685 1 3,685 | 3,660} 2,210
Bececmcceccccscdsascaccsmcssmcanancomccerasnananmnnman 4,135 4,135 4,110 | 2,

TOrMOTL. ..o ccicciacnciccsessosnarsmnmnaniannannn ,000| 5,100 5,000 3,

$900
890
1,240
1,110
1,410
1,925
2,210
2,495
3,083

$920
830
1,180
1,120
1,395

© 1,865

2,220
2,530
2,985

$1,885 | 81,070 | $1,820 ) $1,150 | $1,185 | $1,000
1,745 | 1,775 W7 1,055 | 1,065 1,040
2,718 2,740 [ 2,570 | 1,640 | 1,645 1,540
2,460 | 2,470 ] 2,420 1,480 1,430 1,465
3,160 { 3,170] 3,070 1,800 | 1,895 1,833
4,005 | 4.010 L9201 2,410 | 2,410 2,375
4,875 | 4,680 | 4,505 2,815( 2,815 2,795
5,250 | 5,255 5,141 | 3.185| 3,165 3,185
6,305 6,405 | 6,270 | 3.840 | 3,830 3,750

1 For definition of poverty criteris, see text.
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TasLe F.—Family size and number of children:
children and sex of head

Percentage distribution of farm and nonfarm families by number of related

[Numbers in thousands]
Percentage distribution, by number of related children under age 18
Number of family members HI:;\‘;L‘.
Total None 1 2 3 4 5 8or more
Units with male head
- Nonfarm, number of families....... eeemanaana—n——nn 43,714 |oeeennnn
1 (underage8s) ... .ccouiimmniaiaiecannnaaaernenaneceananae 2,980 106.0
1 (aged 85 or over). 1,002 100.0
2 (under age 63)..... 8,227 100.0
2 (aged 65 or over). 3,887 100.0
3 8,170 100.0
8,267 100.0
5,510 100.0
2,870 100.0
2,711 100.0
Farm, number of familles. ......cocoemioemimnaannaenas k19 3 €. 1 PRSP
1 (UDAEr B8 B8) oo eeeemeeeneemneeeneeeennannaeenneeoneees 127 100.0
1(8ged 85 0 OVer) . ..eceececicaccacacccaccccsnasnmunonansnnnns 76 100.0
2 (UNAer 088 65) .o uueeee e ccacceccaecaareacanaanaan 622 100.0
2 (aged B85 OF OVer)..ocueeeceececacccncancccnsnnnnnnnnes 3n 100.0
TP, 498 100.0
$evericcncaacasccacocacacs 479 100.0
5. 353 100.0
[ SO, 244 100.0
T Of IO, e ceeeeecmceccnccaccacccacecoassnmcncmossvanasnnmen 341 100.0
Nonfarm, Dumber of fAmIHes .. ooec- -z eeeeeuneoneeceeeeas 1,446 {ceeaeee. 8,715 1,003 720 475 243 144 145
1 (UDAE BZE 65)enemneneenceneeaccacaaaeaeemncaaancacaaaaenn 3,n8 y
1 (8ged 85 Or OVer) . .o aeeeccceencaceccacanaacnnan 3,027
2 (under age 63)... 1,435
2 (aged 65 or over) 678
T 1,007
4eeiicecieinccaecccacacaccaanan 673
[, 385
6..... 198
T OF IMOTG. .cmecenacccncccasccocccnnacncacctasressnacanasnssns 236
Farm, number of families. ...... . cc.coooeooiomiionnnannn .77 1 DR 241 31 27 10 15 1 19
PO T 3 -V I L NS 81 100.0
1 (aged 63 or over) 82 100.0
2 (under age 65)..... 18 100.0
2 (aged 63 or over) 46 100.0
< N 48 100.0
[ I 18 100.0
[ S, 20 100.0
[ SO, 12 100.0
T OF MOMe. . oo cccacccccccccacecaiacassccccacaaccsnssnmanns 26 100.0

. Source: Derived from tabulations of the Current Population Survey, March 1084, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.
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Whos Who Among the Poor: A Demographic View

of Poverty

How many are poor in this country, and who
are they? An earlier BGLLETIN article (“Counting
the Poor: Another Look at the Poverty Profile,’
in the January 1965 issue) offered an index of
poverty to help answer these questions, in broad
terms, for households of different size and type.
That article focused largely on the mumber of
families thus defined as poor in terms of 1963 in-
come. The current article spotlights the 35 mil-
lion individuals in poverty and gives details on
their race, age, sex, and employment status in
March 1964. Data for the households also appear
here, where relevant.

Work is now under way to determine the pov-
erty status of households in terms of 1964 income.
Some advance findings for the 33.6 million per-
sons in poverty in 1964 appear on page 4 of this
issue. :

A monograph incorporating all the analyses
presented in the BULLETIN, with additional tabu-
lar material on characteristics of the poor in 1963

“and 1964, will be published late in 1965.

THE EYES of the Nation are now focused on the
35 million Americans who live on an income that
must be rated insufficient for daily needs by even
a most conservative standard. And the eyes of
the world are trained on the Nation as for the
first time in modern history an affluent state de-
clares it has both the power and the persuasion
to extend its bounty to all its citizens.

To translate the national concern into effec-
tive action, attention must now be directed to the
different groups represented among the poor and
so to set the target for particular types of pro-
grams. Earlier analyses® have suggested how
much heavier the burden of achieving a tolerable
level of living in keeping with today’s standards
weighs on some types of households—the aged,
the family minus a man at the head, the large
family with young children even when the father

* Division of Research and Statistics.

! See Mollie Orshansky, “Counting the Poor: Another
Look at the Poverty Profile,” Social Security Bulletin,
January 1965.

by MOLLIE ORSHANSKY* .

is present, and the nonwhite family generally
whatever its makeup. In the main, however, what
was known could describe only some characteris-
tics of the household head and, for those living

"as a family, give the number of persons to be

supported out of family funds.
Further details are now available about all the

persons counted as poor—their age, sex, race, em-

ployment, and family status—compared with
persons in households more fortunate financially.

As might be expected, there are few surprises.
The new data serve mainly to confirm and quan-
tify patterns already penciled in before, but in
some respects the very magnitude of the differ-
ences is sobering. They give clues to possible
alterations in the family structure that may
develop as the corollary of long-continued strain
and privation. They show just how much worse
off are our old people and our young people,
compared with those of middle years. They
vividly reenforce how poorly the Negro has
fared in the struggle for economic rights for
himself and his children. They reemphasize the
extra risk of poverty faced by women’compared
with men, whatever their family status. And
finally, they remind us once again that, though
many are poor because they do not or cannot
work, others do work and yet are poor.

The standard used to define poverty is ad- '
mittedly arbitrary, but the differences in risks
among certain groups are so great that an alter-
native criterion of need is not likely. to erase
them. With a different poverty threshold the
indications of high vulnerability for the large
family, the nonwhite family, the family headed
by a woman might seem greater or smaller; they

‘would hardly disappear altogether.

THE POVERTY INVENTORY

The poorest fifth of the Nation includes a dis-
proportionate share of persons whose earning

‘capacity might be expected to be limited or
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Povcrty Inventory Down by 1. 2 M1ll1on 1n 1964

(Advance data from March 1965 sample survey l)

In terms of money income United States house-
holds were better off in 1064 than in 1963. The
nonfarm population did better than the farm popu-
lation, and persons living alone averaged more
improvement than families of two or more except
for the aged.

As would be’ expected, the number in’ poverty

declined too: By the SSA economy index the count.

of poor families dropped from 7.4 million to 6.8
million, but the number of aged persons lxving
alone in poverty went up slightly. The total-of all
persons in poverty, who in 1963 numbered 33.3
" million or 19 percent of the non-institutional popu-
lation. by 1964 stood at 34.1 million, or 18 percent.

Except for a change in the farm nonfarm rela-
tionship the incomes defining the level for the -

index were the same in 1964 as in 1963 because

1 Based on special tabulations of the ‘March
. 1965 Current Population Survey for the Social
‘-Securlty Administration. Grateful acknowledge-
. ment is made to the Census Bureau staff who
made these tabulations possible, in particular
Eva T. Auerbach Arno I. Winard and their
‘assocmtes . ’

The pove_v_fy roster in 1964, compdred with 1963 !

the food' plan that is the core of the- indew didnt
go up in' price. For the low-cost index, however,
calling for about “one:third ‘more income; the. cri-
teria were raised 1.7 percent in 1964 to reflect
higher prices of the low-cost tood plan, Using. the
low-cost ‘index brings the poverty tnlly for 1964 to
49.4. million. p

In 1964, as earlier households with. a woman.at
the head were much more likely to be. poor than
those headed by a man, especially when young
children “ere present. But there’ was - some im-.
provement: In 1964, three-fifths of the ‘children in .~
families headed by a woman were poor, compared
with, two-thirds the year before. All told, of the
14.8 million children counted poor, 4.4 mlllion were
in a family with no man.at the head. N

The plight ‘of the large family also continued
critical ih 1964. Indeed, of all youngsters growing
up in poverty, nearly half were in 4 home having °
at least five children. .

‘The advance data suggest that in the midst of
continued prosperity, the risk of poverty for some
—notably the Nation’s children -and its aged—
continues high enough to:evoke concern:

1064 1963
The poor The poor
v Total . s Total |. Pl
T of unit non- : non- K K
ype ol institu-| Sex of head _Residence .[institu-] - | Sexof head Residence
tional { Total . tional | Total

{)o?u- - t Fi N tg;lr; poé'zrty Fe. Non

at! ver o Non- 3 - -
‘atlon DOVertyl Male | o | faorm Farm! Male | & farm | Farm!

Number of persons (in millions)
Total o 189.7 3H4.1 23.3 10.8 28.9 4.2 187.2 35.3 24.1 11.2 31.4 4.0
" Unrelated lndlviduals........; ........... 1.0 5.1 1.4 3.71 . 4.9 .2 1.2 4.9 1.5 3.4 4.7 .2
Underage83......._.. 1.5 2.3 .8 1.5 2.2 .1 6.9 L 24 1.0 1.4 2.3 .1
_Aged 85 or over 4.6 2:8 .6 2.2 2.7 .1 4.3 2.8 .5 2.0 2.5 .1
"‘Pemon;s‘ln families_ . ... . .o....... 177.6 | - 28.9 21.8 7.1 24.9 4.0 176.0 30.4 2.8 7.8 28.6 3.8
With no children under age 18. : 44.9 4.9 4.1 .8 4.3 .8 44.0 5.5 4.4 1.1 4.7 .8
With children under age 18 132.7 24.0 17.7 8.3 20.6. 3.4 132.0 24.9 | ..18.2 8.7 21.9 3.0
Adults. ... _____.. 83.3 9.2 7.3 1.9 7.8 1.4 63.2 9.6 7.5p 2.1 8.4 1.2
Children under age 69.4 14.8 10.4 C 4.4 12.8 2.0 68.8 15.3 10.7 * 4.8 13.5 1.8
Number of family units (in mllllonﬁ)

i X1 Y PR IO 5.9 11.9 6.4 5..5 10.9 1.0 38.6 12.3 . 6.8 5.5 11.2 11
Unrelated individuals 12.1 5.1 1.4 3.7 49| 2| 1.2 4.9 1.5 3.4 4.7 2
Under age 65... 7.5 2.3 .8 1.5 2.2 .1 6.9 2.4 1.0 1.4 12,3 1
Aged 65 or over 4.6 2.8 .6 2.2 2.7 .1 4:3 2.8 .5 2.0 2.5 1
Familfes. ....ooceeaamoono . . 47.8 8.8 5.0 1.8 5.9 | .9 47.4 . 7.4 - 5.4 2.0 8.5 9
With no children under age 18... 19.5 2.3 1.9 4 2.0 .3 19.1 2.5 2.1 .4 2.2 3
With children under age 18...... 28.3 4.5 3.1 1.4 3.9 .6 28.3 4.8 3.3 1.8 (. 4.3 5
1-2 children_________.._._... .17.2 1.8 1.2 .8 1.6 .2. 17.3 2.1 1.3 - .8 - 1.9 2
3-4 children........ 8.3 1.5 1.0 - &b 1.3 .2 8.4 1.6 1.1 .8 1.4 2
5 or more children 2.8 1.2 .9 .3 1.0 .2 2.8. 1.1 .9 .3 1.0 ) 1

! Income:for the year of fainily unit or unmlated lndlvidual below
SSA index at economy level.

1 Farm [amilies assumed to need 70 percent as much cash income
as nonfarm family of same size and composmon, for 1963 as well 8s

1964. Other tables and analyses for 1963 {n this article are based on'a
60-percent [arm-nonfarm equivalence ratio used -earlier, and a corre-
sponding total number in poverty of 34.6 million. All tabulations *
!or 1964, now in proeas, are bssed on the 'o-pement appmxlmauon

46




lacking altogether, because they are too young
or too old. Of the 34.6 million persons living
in poverty during 1963—using as a criterion
the Social Security Administration index at the
economy level—nearly 6 million were children
under age 6, and 9 million were aged 6 through
17. More than 5 million of those in poverty were
at least 65 years old. Households judged poor
thus included nearly a fourth of the Nation’s
children under- age 18 and 380- percent of the
aged not in institutions. But of the group most
likely to be part of the work force, persons aged
18-65, the poverty inventory embraced only 1 in
7 (table 1). o '

Unemployment rates among the poor reflect
the difficulty that many workers in poor house-
holds have in finding and keeping jobs. The
1-person households labeled poor include nearly
half of all persons living alone who were out of
work—Ilooking for a job in March 1964. Among
persons aged 14 and over living as part of a
family unit, nearly a fourth of all those unem-
. ployed in March 1964 were in a poor family, in-
cluding about 3 in 10 of the unemployed who
were themselves the head of the family and 2 in
10 of those who were wives or ¢ther members.
It should be noted that the poverty status is de-
termined by the family’s income for the year

1963, not by its current income in March 1964.

These data reflect a going unemployment rate
among heads of poor families of about 10 percent,
three times the rate in nonpoor families. In
terms of work history during the year 1963,
however, the job difficulties of the poor loom even
larger: About a fourth of those family heads
who were in the labor force at all reported they
had experienced some weeks of unemployment.
Among family members other than the head,
almost 20 percent of those in poor families cur-
rently in the labor force were out of work—a rate
two and one-half times that among workers in
nonpoor families. Moreover, when the family
head has lost his job the other workers in the
family often are out of a job too. _

What is perhaps more significant is that, age
for age, men and women in poor families are
more likely than those better off to be out of the
labor force entirely. For. some, particularly
among women, the difference reflects the heavier
household responsibility that goes with larger
families and younger children. For others, it
reflects a higher prevalence of disabling illness:
In poor families, 5 percent of all members aged
14 and over—that is, 11 percent of family heads
and 3 percent of other members who were not in
the labor force—gave longterm illness or disabil-

TaBLE 1.—Persons in poverty in 1963,! by age and family status

(In millions]
Economy-level index Low-cost level index
Total non-
Age and family status lnisml{- Nonpoor Novpoor
: tional
population? Poor Poour .
Total Hidden Total -{ Hidden
poor ¢ poor 3

Number of persons, total. ...o.c.oeimaaieieieiiacacncnnen 187.2 34.6 50.3 136.9 2.9

Unrelated individuals. .....c.oeememaaeaaooool ieceavemcscncencasennss 1.2 4.9 - 5.6 8.8

Underage85........... 8.9 2.4 2.8 4.3

Aged 65 and over 4.3 2.5 3.0 1.3
Members of family units...... 176.0 29.7 “.7 131.3 2.9
Children under age 18 ¢ 68.8 15.0 21.9 48.9 .5
Own children of head (or spouse) 63.7 13.8 20.3 45,4 |oeancianane
Other retated children.......... 3.1 1.2 1.6 1.5 .5
.4 12.0 18.4 76.0 .5
40.6 5.6 8.4 32.2 {emieineaanan
38.8 4.3 7.0 3.9 Joeinaaan
15.0 2.1 3.0 11.9 .5
12.8 2.7 4.4 8.4 1.9
6.8 1.6 2.5 L 7% T PP,
3.5 .8 1.4 2.1 |eecacanacenn
.................. 2.8 .3 .5 2.0 1.9

! Income of family unit or unrelated individual telow the SSA index at
the economy level for family size and sex of head or, alternatively, at the
somewhat higher low-cost level.

2 As of March 1964 there were 2 million persors in institutions. lncluding
270,000 children under age 18; 1,100,000 persons aged 18-64; and 700,000 persons
aged 63 or older. These persons, as well as the 200,000 children under age
14 who live with a family to no member of which they were related, are not
represented in the poverty index Lecause income data are not collected for
inmates of institutions or unrelated individuals under age 14.

3 Individuasls or subfamily members with own income below the poverty
level but living in a family above the poverty line. A subfemily represents
a married couple with or without children or a parent and 1 oc more children
under age 18 residing in a family as relatives of the head.

¢ Never-married children. Excludes 300,000 children under age 14 (200,000
in households of nonrelatives and 100,000 in institutions), ail of whom are
likely to be poor.

3 Includes any persons under age 1R living In families as family heads,
spouses, or ever-ruacried children.
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ity as the reason, compared with 2 percent in non-
poor families. But for others the aviilable data
give no clue. There is no tellmg for how many
it was lack of skills or repeated difficulty en-
countered in finding and holding a job that made
further looking seem pointless.

Particularly disturbing are the statistics for
the teenagers in poor families, at least those who
remuin in the home. The poor families’ share of
the Nation’s youngsters drops from 1 in 4 of the
children under age 13 to 1 in 5 of those aged
14-17. By age 18 or 19, only 1 in 8 of all never-
married youngsters who have not gone off on
their own but are still a part of the parental
family are found in poor families..

To be sure, some families that are poor when
the children are small may move into the nonpoor
category as the last youngster reaches his teens:
Then perhaps he; and the mother as ‘well, can
take employment and raise the family income.
On the other hand, some families remain in
poverty, and the children leave one by one as they
reach adolescence.

. Those youngsters who take on family respon-
sibilities of their own too early run the risk of
poverty .for themselves and their dependents, es-
pecially when they have given up their education,
as’ is' likely. The teenage youngster who does
stay on in the poor family will also be less likely
to attend school than one in a nonpoor family.
A disturbing number of those not in school do
not even report themselves available for work.

The family withi income below the economy

. poverty line was larger, averaging about 4 per-

sons, than the family with higher income, which
had on the average 3.5 persons. The poor fami-
lies as a group averaged two children each, and
the nonpoor had one child. . S

Among families with children the poor gen-
erally had more children. Of thé 15 million
children counted as-poor, nearly half were in
families with five or more children, but the in-
come for many of these large families was so low
that they would be poor even if they had no
more than two youngsters to support.

Of all the persons counted as poor, 10.7 million,
or 3 out of 10, were nonwhite, reflecting the fact
that the nonwhite population—which is largely
Negro—sustains a risk of poverty about three and
one-half times as high as white persons. Indeed,
it can be said that 1 out of every 2 nonwhite per-

~ hood.

sons had to be considered as poor in terms of 1963
income. For those in the particularly vulnerable
groups—young children and the aged-—the inci-
dence of poverty was closer to 3 in 5. Nonwhite
children under age. 18 in families below the
poverty line accounted for 53/4 million of all.the
15 million children considered in poverty.

A nonwhite child had four times the chance of

~ being raised in economic deprivation as a white

child, a disadvantage that was likely to continue .
in much this same degree almost throughout a.
lifetime. In old age, the nonwhite population had
a poverty rate only slightly lower than in child-
Among the white population,. however,
those aged 65 and older, as a group, have the
highest poverty rate of all—29 percent. The
aged nonwhite person was therefare only twice
as likely to be. poor as his white fellow citizen,
thus ac}uenng in late 11fe a greater measure of
parity in poverty. :

Mothers bringing up children without a father
had to choose in"some measure—particularly
when children were of preschool age-—between
privacy and poverty, between living in their own
households on-an inadequate income or doubling
up with otlher relatives and easing financial strain.
But for some, even giving up the one did not
eliminate the other. Some had to choose between
taking employment and caring for their chil-
dren, but for many, especmlly nonwhite women,
it was indeed a’ d}ﬂu:ult choice: Staying home
might- keep them poorer, but going to work

wouldn't necessarily make them not poor. Mothers

who turned to public assistance would find almost
without exception that under the payment prac-
tices in their State they would live on a budget
below the poverty line. :

And nonwhite men, with their high rfxte of un-
employment and low e‘u*mnos, might sometimes

. find but little difference in the hvmo they could

offer their family when they had a ]ob and when
they did not.

This. is the tale that the numbers tell, count-
ing as poor only those with income less than a
stated minimum—an income that even in 1963
might, for a family of four, be typified by an
average of about 70 cents a day per person for
all food and only $1.40 for every thing else. In
today’s prospering economy, it 1s a most strin-
gent test. -

If the poverty threshold is hfted to a some-
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wlat less stringent level of living, calling for
income about a third higher than the economy
Jevel—still a far from generous standard—the
poverty count rises to more than 50 million.
There ave thus at least a fifth of our people, per-
haps as many as & fourth, who live in or on the
verge of poverty.

It has been estimated that it would take an
aggregate of $11.5 billion to raise all the poor
just to the economy poverty level and an addi-
tional $8 billion to bring them up to the low-cost
standard. '

It would be less disturbing if poverty struck
at. random, with no one group singled out. The
data make it clear that this is not so. For many
of our aged, the poverty in which they near the
end of their days mirrors a poverty that im-
pended from the beginning, just as it still awaits
so many of our children almost from the moment
of their birth—because of their color, the occupa-
tion of their parents, or the place they happen to
live; because they have come into a family that
will be minus a father long before they are

grown; or even because too many children have

already arrived -before them. The poor among
us come disproportionately from the homes of
those who are unemployed or do not work, but the
ranks are filled with an awesome number from
the homes of those who work and yet do not
escape poverty.

DRAWING THE POVERTY LINE

Much of the recent discussion of the war on
poverty and the possibility of winning it centers
on the number assumed as the target. How can
we tell how many of our fellow citizens may be
identified as poor and how many and which ones
do we propose to aid in some measure to improve
their status? :

There is, to be sure, no hard and fast rule.
Some households will have special needs that will
not be met even with above-average resources.
Others with income only temporarily low will in
time find their own way unaided out of their
present crisis. Even if there were agreement on a
standard it could not apply with equal validity
to all persons in every situation, and in reality
there is no universally acknowledged infallible
measure of adequacy. "

It is perhaps more difficult to define poverty
as a public issue than in some other context be-
cause in a sense such a procedure implies how
much of its public funds and civic energy the
Nation wishes to commit to the task. Moreover,
the means by which one can make a comprehen-
sive assay of need for individuals in a specific
crisis are not available for assessing the economic
well-being of all persons in. the aggregate. Yet
obviously it is necessary to know how many and

~ what kinds of households are unlikely without

aid to attain for themselves a tolerable degree of
security and to provide reasonably well for de-
pendents, particularly if they include any young
children. Even if we assume some consensus as
to the number who merit and will receive atten-
tion, it must be determined for how many the
best solution is likely to be a job, for how many it
will rather be preparation foy a better one, and
for how many the best help will be in the form
of increased financial assistanca or special serv-
ices. -

The Council of Economic Advisors in 1964,
heralding the cnset of the drive 'to eradicate
poverty, drew the interim dividing Hpe at an-
nual income of less than $3,000 for fainilies of
two or more and at half this amount for a person
living alone as an unrelated individual. Admit-
tedly less than ideal, the definition would set
aside as not poor a family of six or seven per-
sons with as little as $3,100 vhile including in
the poverty tally a family of two with as much
as $2,900. Inevitably then, the poverty status of
some young children growing up in large fami-
lies with low incomes would go unrecognized.
Obviously lacking, too, was any consideration of
the regularity or persistence of low income and
the possible access to resources besides current
money income.

THE SSA POVERTY INDEX

An index of poverty has now been developed
by the Social Security Administration. It is still
interim and admittedly in need of greater pre-
cision, but nevertheless a tool more sensitive to
different needs of families of different types. It
allows also in some degree for the lower ‘cash re-
quirements of families on a fargr who can pro-
duce some of their own food. This.index affords a
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more realistic, appraisal of the diverse measures

“that might serve to help different segments of the
poor rise above their present, station. ‘

- The new poverty index represent‘s'hli»attempt
to specify the minimum money income required
to support an average family of given composi-
tion at the lowest level consistent with the stand-
ards of living prevailing in this country. At lest
such a figure can represent only the amount at

which, on the average, an acceptable level of .

consumption is possible, not necessarily plausible.
It is.not designed to be. applied directly to an

individual, family with a specific- problem. Nor
even as a screening device.can it be expected to
stand ‘unchallenged as.an exact count of the poor .

-in absolute numbers. But it can delineate broadly
“the relative incidence of poverty among discrete
population groups and in this way outline tar-
gets for action. R

To accomplish this purpose, the incomes se-
lected should, if-budgeted carefully,: provide

equally well for large families and-for small, -

for children and for. grownups, and as far -as
possible for families living on a farm and for
those in a city. The latter relationship, indeed,
is but an_.gxtreme variant. of the sticky problem

of approximating place-to-place differences . in

living costs. .

In lieu of the pair of income cutoffs used orig-

inally, the new poverty line was drawn separately
for each of 124 different types of families, de-
scribed Dy the sex of the head, the total number
of other adults, the number of children under
age 18, and whether or not they live on a farm.

Based'eséentially on the amount of income re- )

maining after allowance for buying an adequate
diet at minimum cost, the poverty criteria have
been computed at two levels—one based on the
plan for an adequate diet at low cost published
for many years by home economists at the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and a second in
terms of a more restricted and less costly economy
plan recently developed. by the Department for
emergency use when funds are especially limited.
~ These indexes were used to classify families
(and unrelated individuals) as poor or nonpoor
by the income for 1963 reported in the Current
Population Survey of the Bureau of the Census
for March 1964. - . o
The newly defined poverty index. at the econ-
omy level has now been adopted by the Office of

Economic Opportunity as a -working tool pend-
ing completion of. further research. '

DERIVING THE INDEX

“The derivation of the index has been reported -
in detail in the Socriar Secvrrty BoLLerin for -

January 1965. Only an abridged diséussion is

included below, with some additional . evidence -

now available that -lends credence to the index
as o discriminant. C :

With no. market basket to demarcate the line below

“which deprivation is almost inevitable and above which
2 limited measure of adequacy is at Jeast possible, an
adaptation was made of a principle. most of us learn
by heart: As income increases, families spend more dol-
lars for food, but this '
'sha're“of income, leav'ing,‘propq'rtionately more money
for other things. L low !

" going for food can be equated with prosperity and a high
percentage "with priv;ltiop. . y
quick way to ‘asseds the relative well-being of dissimilar
groups have long resorted to this device. -

. important
It was assumed that equivalent levels -of

This procedure was followed but with an
modifieation.

adequacy. were -reached only whefi the proportion of -

incomeé required to purchase an adequate diet was iden-
tieal. The fact that in practice-large families often seem
to spend more ‘of their inconie on food turns out on
analysis to come-about only: because on the average the
large families; particularly those with several children,
“have lower incomes than small families. The procedure

", had-the important merit that for food a measure of ade-

-quacy is available in the Department of Agriculture food
plans. Adequacy standards for other categories of family
li\'ing..are not -available. o o

The food plans prided f.r ﬁonfgr_m _familieé téday include

both the low-cost one well known to welfare agencies and

larger amount takes a smaller,

Acco;ding‘ly,_a low bercentage of income .

Economists looking for a .

a newer economy level pian, costing 'about one-fourth less, *

designed for shortterni use when funds are extremely low.
Most ‘families spend considerably more. In 1933, the

latest “year for which there are details, only one-tenth .

of all nonfarm families spent less than the economy plan.
Today, '10° years later, the number with such meager
~food outlays is no doubt even ‘swmaller. -With this plan,
‘adequate nutrition is attainable, but in practice nearly

_ half the families spending so little fall far short of

adequacy: Of families spending at this rate in 1955,
more than 40 percent had diets providing less than two-
thirds their requirements .for one or more autrients.?

The kind of diet made 1)o$sible by the économy plan was
taken to typify one. level of living to be represented by
the poverty indéx, and the low-cost plan an alternative
higher level. A representative ‘combination of members

e

"’Betty B. Peterkin, “USDA Food .Plans and Costs—

Tools for Deriving Food Cost Standards for Use in Publie
Assistance,”” Family Economic Rcview (Departwment of
Agriculture), March 1963, . -
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by age and sex was developed for families of given size
and type, and the food-plan cost determined. On the basis
of average spending patterns observed in 1955 among
both farm and nonfarm families, it was decided that the
total should represent no more than one-third of income,
although at today’s higher incomes, families currently

average more nearly $1 out of $4 for their food than’

$1 out of $3.

For families of two persons, on the basis of the 1955
pattern, only 27 percent of income was assigned to food,
because su sn'n;ll a unit will have heavier per capita fixed
expenses than'a larger unit. One-person households, for
whom reliable data- were lacking, were assumed to need
80 percent as much as the appropriate 2-per§on unit at
the economy level and 72 percent as much at the low-
cost level. The lower the income and the more restricted
the budget, the more difficult it will be to cut such ex-
penses as housing and utilities below the minimum for
a couple. .

For the poverty indekx the total food allowance was
cut down to the current cost of the economy plan assum-
ing all food prepared at home. Retaining the same pro-
portion of income allotted to food as that for families
spending much more implied that other items of family
living could be reduced to the same degree. Admittedly
this procedure is unrealistic, particularly with respect to
housing, which looms s6 large in the nonfarm family
 budget. Judicious management can cut food costs at the
sacrifice of dietary adequacy if need be, but the slum
landlord is not likely to be satisfied with cheaper rent.
¥or large families in the low-income range, many of them
nonwhite, obtaining any housing at.a. price they can
afford i{s difficult. Many. welfare agencies in allotting
funds have to budget rent as paid by their clients. There
were, however, no available budget standards for -hous-
ing that could be applied at the poverty level.

Data now available for 1960-61 suggest that nonfarm
families then averaged 23.5 percent of aggregate income
for food. Actually, however, it was only families with
incomes of $6,000 or more that averaged food costs in
this range. With incomes of $2,000-$3,000, families of
two or riore were devoting a third of income to food—
the ratic assumed for the poverty index. Families in
this inco ne class, averaging slightly more than three
persons, ceported a per capita outlay for all food of
$5.25 a *ve-k. The $4.55 spent for food at home is almost
identica with the cost of the economy plan in 1964 for a
4-person fumily.® At this rate, the critical income—
that is, *he poverty line—for such a family would be
set at §3.150, compared with the $3,130 derived a priori.

THE FARM-NONFARA‘A RELATIONSHIP

The food-plan quantitie‘s; are priced only for
nonfarni families. In setting the poverty line for
farm families it was necessary to determine for

3 Unpublished data for nonfarm families of two or
more have been made avallable through the courtesy of
the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

them Low much on an average would be pur-
chased and how much homegrown. In the absence
of information to the contrary, the food-income
relationship was given the same significance for
farm as for nonfarm families in connoting income
adequacy. Indeed, in 1955 farm families spent a
third of net money income for purchased food—
the same as other families—but their purchases
represented only 60 percent of the retail value of
all food they used. With no more recent infor-
mation on the level of home production—an im- .
portant cost element for the farm household—it
was assumed that the average farm family in
1963 would still obtain 40 percent of its food re- -
quirement from the hormhe farm, and therefore
the poverty line was set at-60 percent that for a
nonfarm family. " - ‘
Home production obviously had-declined since
1953, but the magnitude of the change was not
yet known. It was recognized ‘also that the man-
ner in which the Bureau of the Census obtains
its income data tends to understate farm income
and therefore to overstate poverty to a greater
degree for farm families than for nonfarm fami-
lies. The farm family, asked for a quick esti-
mate of its income (including operating ex-
penses), is likely to assign all utilities, transpor-
tation, and shelter costs to the farm side of the-

TapLE 2.—Households in poverty, by family status, race, and
sex of head

Households with 1963 inconie—
Totg: -
number| .
Above economy,
- of Below
hhtl)gsei;, economy level bel“{e‘;’:{ -cost
olds
Family status and sex of head popula-
t(i?: Num- Num-
mil- t(;ler Perc‘em t()gr Perc'ent
n ol in o
lons) mil- total mil- total
lfons) lions)
Unrelated individusals, total..... 2| 49 w| 07 6
Male 4.3 1.4 34 .2 8
- 3.6 1.1 31 .2 [}
7 .3 46 m 4
6.9 3.8 50 .4 8
8.1 2.9 43 - 4 (]
.8 .8 68 m 4
47.4 7.2 15 3.7 '8
42.68 - 8.2 12 3.3 8.
38.9 3.9 10 2.8 7
3.7 1.3 34 .5 14
5.9 2.0 40 .4 9
3.8 1.2 3 .3 9
1.1 .8 T .1 10
28.3 4.8 17 2.3 8
25.5 3.2 12 2.0 8
White.... 2.1 2.2 10 1.7 17
Nonwhite. .. 2.4 .9 37 .4 17
Female head.. ... ...cceceee 2.8 1.8 55 30 0 1
White. . ocoeccecccceaaane 2.0 .9 45 .2 10
Nonwhite. .....ccumeeaene- .9 .7 78 .1 11

1 Fewer than 50,000.
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account rather than prorate a share as. the
cost of family living. In -approximating farm-
nonfarm equivalence on the basis of Census in-
come distributions—which must provide the basis
for the poverty index—one may therefore postu-
late a lower ratio of farm to nonfarm' money
income than would apply if the income data were
obtained by methods similar to those of the De-
partment of Agriculture household expenditure
studies. :

Advance ‘information now suggests that by
1961 home food production had dropped to no
more than 31 percent the total value of food
used by farm families. It would seem more
appropriate, then, to- peg the income required by
afarm family at the poverty line at about 70
percent of the equivalent nonfarm figure rather
than the 60 percent used before. A reclassifica-
tion of farm families by the  higher relative
standard indicates that for the year 1963 the in-
cidence of poverty among farm households in-
creases by about 733,000 persons if the higher in-
come cutoff point is used.

[Numbers in millions]

l-'afr_n population counted poor in 1963
Item .
B - By 60-percent By $0-percent
. criterion criterion

-, Total numbher of persons..._. 3.23 . 96
- Unrelated individuoals.....__.____. .13 .17
Family members....__..__. . . 3.08 3.79
Adults_.. ... 1.59 1.97
Children under age 18..._....... 1.49 1.82
Family units, number_.__..____.. .73 88

Pdvbrty rate (percent): - -
Unrelated individuals..._.._..__ .38 .46
Familyunits..______ . _____._. .23 .28

The total number of persons in poverty in 1963
accordingly rises to 35.3 million—15.3 million of
them children. All data in the present article,
as in the earlier report, are based on the original
definition showing 34.6 million poor, of whom
15 million are children. Analysis for 1964, now
in process, will incorporate the later definition—
that is, a family on a farm. will be assumed to
need 70 percent as much income as a family in a
city. .- _ , ’

The reduction in the farm-furnished-focd as-
sumption raises from 1in 11 to 1 in 9 the propor-
tion of the poor who live on a farm. More than
10 percent of all households called poor.in 1963
were rural (that is, farm and rural nonfarm com-
bined).

“Among farm families studied in 1961, average
expenditure for food represented 20 percent of
money income. Families with $1,000-82,000 aver-

“aged 35 percent, and those in the next higher in:

come class 28 percent. Food purchases by fami-
lies spending 33 percent of income were estimated
by interpolation at $3.62 per - person ‘per- week,
with $3.13 going for food at home. “This" figuie
represents 69.percent of the amount spent by the
nonfarm families devoting the same ‘proportion
of income to food. v - '
For farm families spending’ this way; the aver-
age family size was the same as for' the pai-
allel nonfaim families (3.1), and family income
averaged $1,838, or T1 percent ‘that of the non-
farm families.t I :

THE HOUSEHOLDS OF THE POOR

In the main this report is concerned with the
persons on the poverty roster rather than with
the characteristics of the. family in which they
live; discussed in the earlier report. Since poverty
status for an individual, however, is so closely
allied to the kind of household in which he lives,
and since all data have been tabulated by sex of
the family head, a brief review is in order. ,

The 187 million persons making up the non-
institutional population as of March 1964 were
living in about 581% million households—11 mil-
lion 1-pefson units’ and 47% million family
groups of two or more related members. Every
fifth household (12 million in ‘all) was poor—
that is, the income for the preceding year was
below the economy poverty threshold for a family
of its size and composition. An additional 114
million units with incomes above this level fell
below the low-cost:level of the poverty index.

‘Households with no: man at the head and non-
white households generally were considerably
poorer than others, and families with children
under age 18 were worse off than those without
children (table 2). ‘

The median income of the unrelated individ-

*+ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Consumer Ezxrpendi-
tures and Income: Rural Farm Populution, United
States; 1961 (USDA Consumer Expenditures Survey
Report No. 5), April 1963, )

5 These are unrelated ‘individuals—that is, persons
living alone or with nonrelatives. :
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uals in poverty, by the economy criterion, was
$930 for men and $760 for women. The required
income for independent living at this level is.esti-
mated at $1,570 for men and $1,480 for women.
As a group, the individuals deemed poor had less
than 60 percent of the income they needed.

Families labeled poor with a man at the head,
averaging 4.3 persons overall, had a median in-
come of $1,760 in 1963. Poor families headed by
a woman had, on the average, about an eighth
fewer persons to support, but had one-fourth less
income to do it with.  Their median income was
only $1,300. The minimum income that families
this large needed to meet basic requirements, as
defined by the economy index, might average
about $3,220 for the man’s family and $2,960
for the woman’s. »

Among families headed by a man, the poverty
rates are highest for families of the young and
the old; about one-fifth of those with the head
under age 25 and the same proportion for the
families whose heads were aged 65 and over are
poor. Families in the in-between years are less
likely to be poor. Among families headed by a
woman, the poverty rate declines steadily from
70 percent in families with a head under age 25
to a third among those with a head aged 65 and
over. The drop comes about largely because of
the decreasing responsibility for children under
age 18. Although the presence of children in
the home increases the risk of poverty con-
siderably, obviously it does so to a much greater
degree when a woman serves as family head,
because of the difficulty of combining child care
and a full-time job.

Poor households were larger, on the average,
than the families that were better off : Mainly,
they included fewer adults and more children.
The difference was greater when there was a
woman rather than a man at the head, as indi-
cated by the averages (from table C), shown be-
low. '

All With With
families male head female head
Persons in family
. Non- Non- Non-
Poor poor Poor ‘oot Poor Apoor
Total ... cceaaaaaen 4.1 3.6 4.3 3.7 3.8 2.9
Adalts_ .. 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 1.5 2.1
Children under aze 18.. 2.1 131 2.0 1.4 2.3 .8

Adult members often contribute to family in-
come; children are more likely to be whoily de-
pendent. It is therefore not unexpected that the
risk of poverty for families increases with a
rising number of children but decreases with a
rising number of adults. For nonfarm families
headed by a man, for example (except for aged
couples, a fourth of whom were poor), the risk
of poverty for all-adult families decreased with
family size, from 8 percent of the young couples
to only 2 percent of the families of five adults.
(There were virtually no families with six or
seven adults and no children.) By contrast, when
there were two adults and some children, the
poverty rate rose from 8 percent of the 3-person
families with one child under age 18 to 42 percent
when there were two adults and six or more
children. ‘

PERSONS IN POOR HOUSEHOLDS

All told, as of March 1964, 34.6 million per-
sons or nearly a fifth of the noninstitutional
population were in households with reported
income for 1963 below the economy level. Five
million of the poor—half under age 65 and half
aged 65 or older—lived azlone (or with non-
relatives), and the remainder lived in family
groups of two or more persons. About 15 ail-
lion—1 out of every 2 living in a family unit—
were children under age 18. Together with their
714 million parents (or other adult relative tak-
ing care of them), they accounted for three-
fourths of all the persons in poor families. If to
this group is added the 2.7 million aged persons
who are living in a family, all but a fifth of the
poor who do not live by themselves are ac-
counted for. i

Others in poverty are not included in this
count. There are about 1.7 million aged whose
own income of less than $1,500 is not enough for
independent living—even if health and other con-
siderations made it feasible—but who escape
poverty by sharing a household with a family
above the poverty line. Likawise there are a
million younger persons living as subfamily units
in families above the poverty level. They in- .
clude 600,000 children and their parents who
would be counted poor were they to depend

_only on their own income (table 1).
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There are marked differences in the m‘lhellp

of families -below the poverty line and other
families (tables 1 and A). Not' only are there
more children—half of all members of poor fami-
lies are under age 18 compared with a third in
the nonpoor families—but more of the children,
though related to the head, are not his own chil-
dren That is, they are not members of the pri-
mary family but represent some doubling up of
units. _

Aside from the children, poor families as a
group include only three-fourths the proportion
of persons under age 45 found in- ‘nonpoor fami-
lies. More than a fifth of the adults in poor
families are at least 65 years old, compared with
a tenth in nonpoor families (table B).

POVERTY IN OLD AGE

. Of the 12 million households \vith 1963 income

below the economy level, more than 4 million
were headed by a person aged 65 or older, as
shown below.

{Numbers in millions]

. Poor households with
N Ahl a aged head
g ouseholds .
Family status and sex wlih aézed .

. 1 ercent

Number | o iotal
All households...__......_....... 1.1 4.1 38
Unrelated individuals, total 4.3 2.5 59
Male ..o .. 1.2 .5 13
Female.. ... ..._......_. 3.1 2.0 65
Families of 2 or more. 6.8 1.6 2¢
With'male head.._. 5.7 1.2 22
With female head 1.1 -4 32

A considerable number of persons in families
with an aged head are under age 65, and some
‘aged persons live in a family headed by a younger
person. By and large, of the 13 million aged per-
sons living in famlhes, 7 million were family
hequ, 3 mllhon the wives of heads, and the re-
mainder were “other” relatives. As the poor are
counted, these other relatives seem better off than
household heads or their wives but only because
the relatives they live with have incomes above
the poverty line, not because they themselves do.
As the figures in tables 1 and A sug
cent of all persons aged 65 and over are in the
_ poverty tally, and an additional 10 percent would
.be too except for sharing the home of relatives

gest, 30 per-

better off than they. The aged population .ac-
cordingly exhibits a smaller degree of economic
security than any, other age group, despite the
fact that more of the aged than of any others:
currently draw some support from a public pro-
gram. Moreover, the poverty of the,aged affects
considerably more than the persons. aged. 65 or.
older- actually counted in the poverty roster.
Some aged persons are married to persons not
Yet age 65 who are also poor, and others, with no
spouse, are sharing the home of a younger rela-
tive. Still others, whether or not. they are desig-
nated as poor, are being supported in part by
relatives outside the home, and this burden can-
not be represented at all in the poverty balance
sheet. ) PN

The figures below summarize the hvmo ar-
rangements of the 5.2 million persons aged 65
and over who are included in the current count
of the poor.

Number -

le_lng a\rraugements of oged poor ! (in mililons)

In family units:
As head or spouse of head....... G eleeeeiiccccamcmeiaaan
Husband-wife family..._______..... .
Both aged 6Sorolder....... . ... .. .7
Aged husband, wife under age 65..
Acged wife, hushand under age 65

Male head, nowife.....__....__..
Female head. no hushand......
As other relative of head..........

-
<
oo
g7
I
i
v
’
'
Il
.
'
=ty N o

CETTF RIS A 1Y

! Income in 1963 of person living alonc or of family un{t below SSA {ndex
at economy le vel, .

Some of the aged, to be sure, are better off than
others. By far the worst in economic status are
those, particularly aged women, who live by
themselves. Of the 3 million. women aged 65
and over living alone, 2 million were living in
poverty. Among aged men, 40 percent of those
living alone had too low an'income, and the few
:xged men who still had young children to look
after were poor in about the same proportxon

- (table 7).

-As the poverty tally counts them, the 2%
million aged persons living in families as neither
the head of the household nor the wife of one -
were among the most fortunate. Only 13 percent
of them were in a poor family. Had all these
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" aged relatives been required to live independently
on their own income, fewer than 20 percent had
the $1,500 it would take as a minimum to keep
them out of poverty.

By far the majority of all aged “other” rela-
tives' were women, about three-fourths of the
total, and a disproportionate number were living
in a household with a woman at the head. Only
3 percent of the families headed by a man in-
cluded an elderly. other relative whose own in-
come was - inadequate. .

One out of every 9 families with a woman at
the head, however, were supporting an elderly
relative with too little income to live alone, and
it was the family not in dire poverty but just on
its brink that was most likely to do so: Of fami-
lies themselves poor, 9 percent were sharing their
home with a poor elderly relative; of families
just above the economy level but below the low-

cost level, 19 percent harbored such an aged
person; and of the families headed by a woman -
with income above the low-cost standard, 12 per-’

cent had an aged relative living with them whose
own income was inadequate. The heavy burden
for a woman who must serve as the head of a
family apparently includes care of the aged as
well as bringing up children. To be sure, some-
times assuming the one responsibility may help in
discharging the other.

ASSETS AND POVERTY

There has been considerable speculation about
the reliability of current income as the sole in-
dex of poverty, with no adjustment for the avail-
ability of assets that might help a small income
go farther. The questions had more relevance
in terms of the original definition, which counted
as poor only those—and all those—families with
less than $3,000. Such a procedure did include
among the poor a sizable number of aged per-
sons with income of $2,000-$3,000, who are likely
to have some assets, as well as a number of farm
families with investment in' the land that is the
source of their livelihood. The present definition,
which lowers the poverty threshold for aged
couples and for farm families generally; should
be less suspect. In any case the means of quanti-
fying the possible degree of overstatement for the
poor as a whole are not yet available.

For the aged, however, who generally are more

likely than the younger population to have assets,
it was possible to estimate the number counted
poor, in terms of current income, who might have
sufficient other resources to enable them to live
at a higher standard. Data collected in the 1963
Survey of the Aged made by the Social Security

- Administration calculated the additional amount

that could be available to aged couples and non-
married individuals for current living if all
assets other than the home were considered in-
vested and prorated actuarially for use over the
average years of life remaining.’

Of all aged couples in the Survey, 25 per-
cent had an income of less than $1,850 and ac-
cordingly would be rated poor by the economy
index. After allowance for the amount that could
be available on the average if assets weve used,
over five-sixths as many, or 21.5 percent, would

still be rated poor in terms of their potential

income. For the nonmarried aged, a similar tally
of the number with less than $1,500 )ielded 66
percent in poverty in terms of current income
alone and 64 percent judged by current income
plus potential income from assets.

The relatlonahxps derived in the Survey be-
tween potential income and actual income for
married couples, nonmarried men, and nonmar-
ried women were used to estimate how many of -
the aged, ranked as poor in 1963 by the poverty
index, might have enough in assets to chunge
that rating. The number of aged poor could
thus be reduced by half a million, lowering the
incidence of poverty among the aged from 31
percent to 27 percent, as the following figures
suggest

(In milijons|

Estimated number of |
aged poor by—
Family status

Income plus
Actual income prorated assets
Total 5.2 4.7
Unrelated individuals 2.5 2.3
ale. it .5 .4
Female......... 2.0 1.9
Family members 2.7 2.4
Male head 1.2 1.1
Wife....o...__. .8 .7
Female head .4 .3
Other relative .3 .3

8 Janet Murray, “Potential Incbme From Assets: Find-
ings of the 1863 Survey of the Aged,” Social Security
Bulletin, December 1964.
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When. the aged are identified by = poverty
threshold-as low as the economy standard ($1.-
350 for a ‘couple and $1,470 for a person living
alone, as opposed to the more-liberal cutoffs of
$3,000 and $1;500 uséd by some) few s6 identified
—at most 1 in 10—can be assumed to have a cush-
ion of .-resources in addition to incomé that will
make comfortable living likely. With the younger
population as a group having even less in assets
than-the aged, there is little possibility that any
sizable part of the 2914 million persons under

age 65 counted as poor on the basis of their 1963

income have been misclassified because their sav-
‘ings- were not taken into account. There may be

other reasons why some should not be considered-

in poverty status, just as there are undoubtedly
some not identified as poor in terms of current
income who would be so identified if the full
truth about their circumstances were known.

CHILDREN IN POVERTY

The Nation’s children sustain a risk of poverty
second .only to that of the aged; among the

nonwhite population, in- fact, children have an:

evén higher incidence of poverty than persons
aged 65 or older. The 15 million children already
entered on the poverty balance sheet, together
with the 600,000 children in low-income sub-
families who would be poor it they and their
parents were in a household of their own, con-
stitute nearly a fourth of all children living in
families.’ An additional 7 million children are
being raised on an income that, although above

the economy line, is still within its-sights. There

are thus well over a fifth and perhaps as many
as a third -of our children growing up in dire
poverty or haunted by its specter.

Because families with children, and in particu-

lar families with several children, are more prone’

to poverty than families consisting only of adults,
in poor-families half the members were children
compared with a third in households above the

.

? George Kat_énn,'Charles A. Lininger, and Eva Muelier,

1963 Survey of Consumer Asscts (Monograph No. 34),

Survey Research’ Center, Institute for Social Research,
University of Michigan, - 1964. . .

)

poverty line. In families headed by.a woman, the’

disparity was even greater: Children made up 60 .
percent of the mémbers in the poor famiilies con,-

pared with-27 percent of the nonpoor. - Not only

were there more children in poor families, there’
were younger children, especially preschool chil:

dren under age 6, making it more difficult for

the homemaker—be she wife or family head—to

take employment in order to raise the:family in-

come (table B). ' -

The Large Famiiy

In total number of persons-per family, poor
households averaged 4.1 to the nonpoor’s 3.6,
primarily because of the.larger number of chil-
dren. They had no more adults; on the average,

" than the‘_better-oﬁ'_ families and, among some

subgroups of the poor, they had even fewer
(table C). The larger the family, the greater
the poverty hazards for children. The risks were
compounded in a broken home and in nonwhite
tamilies generally. Of -the 15 million childyren
being reared in poverty, 614 million or 43 percent
were growing up in a home with at least five
youngsters under age 18. Indeed, the poverty
vate among families rose sharply from 12 per-
cent when there was one child in the home to 49
percent when there were six -or more children.
And even among families with the same total
number of persons, those with large numbers of
children are poorer than'others because the in-
come tends to go down as the number of children
goes up. Among nonfarm families of five headed
by a man, for example, median -incomeé declined
steadily from $12,600 when all five members were
adults to little better than half that amount
($6,000) when three of the members were chil-
dren under age 18.

The statistics relating poverty to presence of
children, disturbing as they are, refer only to
those under:age 18 currently in the home.  They
cannot tell how many other children there had
been, now past age 18, or the number still to
come. The need for- special consideration of
the peril of poverty for families with many chil-
dven is underlined by findings of a recent study,
which pointéd out’ that the number of families
of six or more persons in poverty probably in-
creased or at least remained constant during the

56




last decade.® A large majority of the families
of this size include several children.

Although of all the Nation’s children living n
families only 14 percent are nonwhite, of the Na-
tion’s poor .children 38 percent are nonwhite.
Three out of 5 of all nonwhite children were liv-
ing in families with income below the economy
level, almost four times the proportion among
white children (table A). ’

More than one-third of all poor children were
in families in which the head was currently un-
employed or out of the labor force (table E).
But perhaps the more startling statistic is that,
among white and nonwhite alike, nearly 40 per-
cent of the children in poverty were in the family
of a worker with a full-time job all through 1963,
the period for which income was classified as
above or below the poverty threshold.

Families of fully employed heads were in pov-
erty partly because they were large—a fifth had
at least five children, compared with only 5 per-
cent of those who were not poor. But also im-
portant as a reason was the fact that they worked
at occupations that often pay too little to sup-
port even a small family. Of the family heads
who worked full time the year around and were
poor, nearly half were farmers, service workers,
or laborers. Only 2 percent were professional
workers. Among the fully employed workers who
were not poor, only 1 in 7 were listed as farmers,
service workers, or laborers, but nearly as many
were professional or technical workers. '

It is true that the poverty rate for all families

with five or six children is three and a half times"

as high as for families with one or two children
and that it is precisely the families of farmers,
service workers, and laborers that are most likely
to have the larger number. Yet it is also true
that among families of men in poverty, half of
those with four or more children had income of
less than $3,000 for the year—an amount that
would not be adequate even for two youngsters—
and only 25 percent of them could have sup-
ported as many as three (table 3).

It is difficult to escape the conclusion that some-
thing more than family size is involved. Of all

8 Robert J. Lampman, Population Change and Poverty-
Reduction, 1947-1975, paper given at the West Virginia
University Conference on “Poverty Amidst Affluence,”
May 3-7, 1965.

families with children who were in poverty, fully
a fourth, it is estimated, needed at least $2,000
more than they had. Among poor families with
five or six children, nearly half had a deficit
of $2,000 or more, but even a tenth of the 1-child
families needed $2,000 more than they had. Of
the 1014 million poor children in families headed
by a man, almost 3 million were in families with
at least $2,000 less than required income, and
more than 1 million were in families needing as
much as $3,000. The 414 million children in poor
families with a woman at the head were even
worse off : Nearly 1 million of these children were
lacking $3,000 or more, and more than 2 million

_altogether needed at least $2,000 over and above -

what they had (table 4).

The Broken Home

With changing patterns of family stability,
many women are being left to bring up their

TaBLE 3.—Money income of families in 1963: Medians for
all families and medians and third quartiles for poor families,
by race, sex of head, and number of children

Male head Female head

Reluted children under 18
Total I'white| o8- | Total |Wnite| NOD-

white white
All families
Median income, total..[$8,560 38,790 |$4,140 33,210 (33,510 $2,000
No children...c.coeeeeacennes 5,700 | 5,970 | 3,710 | 4,540 | 4,830 | 2,600
1child...... ..| 6,830} 7,640 | 4.720 | 3,050 { 3, 1,600
2 children. 7.180 | 7, 4,310 } 2,910 | 3,280 1,880
3 children. 6,950 | 7,150 90 | 2,170 | 2,280 | 2,010
4 children 6,890 | 7,130 | 4,370 | 2.300 | 2,640 | 2,080
5 children... .. 6,380 | 6,850 | 3,650 | 1,660 | (%) [Q]
BOrIMOre. o eocneunnnenncnnn 5,520 | 6,330 ; 3,080 | 2,170 | (V) @)

Medlan incoms, total. .[$1,760 [$1,690 [$2,000 [$1,300 1$1,230 | $1,410 :

No children. 260 | 1,300 | 1,170 | 1,170 | ()
1child...... 840 | 2,000 860 940 800
2 children. 190 | 2,270 | 1,420 | 1,520 | 1,340
3children..cococeecanccnecaes ,600 | 2,320 | 1,490 | 1,400 | 1,640
4 children_. ,140 | 2,600 | 1,830 | ) 1,870
5 children.. 00 | 2.960 { 1,580 | () ()
6 or more..... ,310 | 2,340 | 2,000 (U} )
Income at third quar-

tite, total. ..o .connnnn $2,690 {82,610 [$2,800 (81,970 [$1,870 | $2,170
No children... 1,660 | 1,650 | 1,690 | 1,480 | 1,4 (O]
1child..... 2,260 | 2,200 | 2,450 | 1,630 | 1,670 | 1,480
2 children.. 2,790 | 2,830 | 2,730 | 2,060 | 2,100 | 1,950
3 children.. 3.270 | 3.200 | 3,200 | 2.230 | 2,160 | 2,
qchildren. ..ccueooanimionaans 3.680 | 3,760 | 3,350 | 2,470 (1) 2,
Schildren. ... coooomeannn- 4,050 | 4,160 [ 3.780 | 2,020 ('; Q]
6 OF MOTe...vneecoccccenannns 3,840 | 4,080 | 3,230 | 2,850 ( ( (O}

1 Not shown for base less than 100,000. .
1 Family income in 1963 below SSA index at economy lovel.
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children alone—especially among the nonwhite
population.. In 1960, only two-thirds of the non-

white children under age 14 had both their father

and mother in the home. Among the white chil-
dren under age 14, 6 percent were living with the
mother only and 2 percent with neither parent.
The current statistics likewise ‘suggest that, by
March 1964, about 6 percent of the white chil-
dren and more than a fifth of the nonwhite chil-
dren were living only with the mother (table 5).

What the full toll of the broken home means
for a child it is not possible to say. It is known
that child‘ren without a father present are more

likely to share quarters with relatives than chil- _

dren in an intact family, and it has been shown

that children in a family headed by a-woman are -

exposed to a far greater risk of poverty.
What cannot be said is how often the poverty
itself may have antedated and even contributed

to the family dissolution. Age for age, mothers

. without a husband "present have borne more
children than women still living with a hus-

‘band.® Knowing that it is-often the worker with'
low earnings potential iho has the larger family,
one can only -wonder about tlie possible relation”
between too  many children, too little: family in=:
come, and the. breakup of a marriage. VWhether "’
or not any causal relationship exists, the effect on
the financial status of children when' the' fither .
leavesis such that it may- be more important and’
perhaps even more economical to seek ways -of-
strengthening the family and keeping it together
than to remedy the poverty subsequent to its dis-
solution. . :

For. very. young Tchildren,.,t’he absence of a -
father’s earnings is a particular hardship; be-.
cause the mother may find it difficult to go outside

®In a paper entitled “Characteristics of Other Fami-
lies,” gi\'en~a_t the Population Association of  America
meeting in April 1963, John C. Beresford and Alice Rivlin
reported a cumulative fertility rate one-fourth greater
among women -who' were mothers in 1960 but no longer
living with a husband than among those still living with
a husband. : . : '

.

TasLE 4.—Income gap of families in poverty:-Percentage distribution of families with 1963 incomé bélqiv SSA index at econom);
level, by amount of income‘deﬁcit,'sex of head, and number of children . . ' C- o

. oo . ' . ’I“oml . Diflerence between actual ‘incon_le n_nd,(e;xplrgd income
Sex of head and number of children . number |, Percent - - N - - - -
under age 18 ('s‘;;gg;‘ Less than | $500- $1.000- .1 $1,500- | $2.000- | $2,500- | $3.000°"
. $500 $999 $1,499 $1,999 $2,499 $2,999 or more
All families:

Total. ..o 7.208 - 100.0 29.1 24.3 16.3 12.7 7.0 4.4 6.2
With no children 2.458 100.0 -40.5 3.5 15.0 8.9 ST .2 .2
With children.... 4,748 100.0 23.2 19.1 17,0 4.7 10.2 6.5 9.3

Lehild...... 1,045 100.0 32.8 22.5 20.9 14.9 7.8 .8 .8
2 children. © 978 100.0 27.3 . 23.1 19.7 15.7 9.6 2.9 1.7
3 children. 962 100.0 26 119 15.5 13.4 11.8 10.2 8.6
4children. .....i ... .. ... 648 100.0 19.5 21.4 16.4 14.4 7.8 9.0 11.8
Schildren_ ... ... _..____.__.. aa- . 514 100.0 15.0 12.1 12.9 13.3 17.4 9.0 20.3
6 or LT N . 601 100.0 1.7 11.8 12.4 18.1 10.2 11.6 26.2
I-'amilles with mSle head o

Total oot e 5228 000 a1 26.2 15.8 1.1 5.7 3.5 .8
Withno children_..._____...._ 2,043 100.0 41.8 | 34.9 14.1 8.2 .7 .2 N1
With children._..... 3.184 100.0 27.6 20.5 ] 16.5 13.0 8.9 - 57 ‘7.8

Tehildo. .o ... ... . 652 100.0 | - 37.4 26.0 18.3" 7.8 8.9 .9 .7
2childrea. .. ... _..____.__ S 618. 100.0 - 31.7 o229 18.9 14.8 8.6 3.5 1.8
3 children. . .- 625 100.0 31.3 19.4 14.9 11.4 -8.7 6.2 8.1
dchildren. ... __ . _____ ... .. 458 100.0 25.0 24.8 | . 15.3 14.0 7.0 6.9 7.2
8 children. ... - : . 386 100.0 18.4 12.4 - 18.8 15.9 15.0 7.9 13.8
Gormore.._ .. ......__....... smmeeeesnal 4“9 -100.0 12.9 13.9 13.8 18.9 9.1 12.0 21.4

. ' Familles with female head

G T 1.97 100.0 184 19.5 | "18.3 16.9 10.5 6.5 9.9
Withnoehildren.............._._..._...... 415 100.0 34.4 32.6 19.2 12.4 9 © .3 .3
With children....._....__....._._.... 1 100.0 14.2 16.0 18.0 18.2 13.0 . 8.2 12.4

Lehild..... 394 100.0 25.1 18.6 25.2 268.7 8.2 .8 4
2 children 360 100.0 18.7 23.6 20.9 17.8 14.7 2.0 1.8
3 children 337 100.0 6.4 15.0 i6.7 17.2 17.5 17.6 9.8
4 children 193 100.0 8.4 13.9 18.8 18.5°) 9.7 14.0 21,7
5 children . 128 100.0 4.5 L1110 1.7 5.4 25.0 12.3 40.1
6 or 1nore... .e- 152 100.0 8.1 5.5 8.3: . 13.8: 13.5 10._5 40.5
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the home to take employment. Of the 114 million
children under age 6 living in March 1964 in a
family. headed by the mother but with no father
present, 600,000 had a mother either working or
Jooking for a job. Seventy percent of these chil-
dren were in poverty status, compared with 90
percent of the fatherless children with mothers
not then in_the labor force (table E). (Many
mothers not in the labor force in March work at
some other time during the year.) Obviously for
some who worked it must have hardly paid to do
so.

What kind of provision can such a mother
make for care for her children when she works?
And with the limited earnings her skills are
likely to command, does she really have a choice?
(In 1960, for example, more than a third of the
nonwhite mothers in broken families and about a
sixth of the white mothers had not gone through
the eighth grade.) A look at the public assist-
ance provisions in most States makes it clear how
limited her choice is.

By the standards prevailing in most States,
even if she could qualify for aid, the amount
payable would still leave her family below the

poverty line. In only six States does the stand-.

ard set for basic needs for a mother and three
children receiving aid to families with dependent

children - approximate the $250-$260 a month
that the economy poverty criterion sets as
a minimum. And in only one of those States may
the actual payment go as high as the standard:
Most States. place a lower limit on the maximum
amount of the assistance grant that any one
family may receive, even if it has no other re-
sources. In only four States would the maximum
amount payable to a mother of three, assuming
she met all the eligibility requirements, be as
much as 90 percent of the economy poverty
threshold.»

Nonwhite Children

The terrible plight of so many of our nonwhite
children, whether or not their parents work, is
unmistakable. Over a fourth of them are in a
family with a woman at the head, and of these
86 percent are poor. When the mother or other
female relative who serves as the family head
does not work, 9 out of 10 children are in poverty,

10 John M. Lynch, Monthly Cost Standards for Basic
Needs Used by States for Specified Types of Old-Age
Assistance Cases and Families Receiving Aid to Families
With Dependent Children, January 1963 (Bureau of
Family Services, Welfare Administration), March 1964.

TasLE 5.—Incidence of poverty ! among children under age 18, by ageand relationship to family head and by race and sex of head

In all families In ‘white families In nonwhite familles
Age of children and sex of family head oth h
" Own er own Other Oown Other
Total , related Total . related Total related
children children children childrea children children
Number of children (in thousands)
Male head i :
62,150 59,980 2,180 55,050 53,600 1,450 7,100 8,370 730
22,910, 21,970 930 19,890 19,270 620 3,010 2,700 310
27,420 26,620 800 24,520 24,000 520 2,910 2,630 280
11,820 11,380 440 10,640 10,340 . 310 1,180 1,040 140
Female head

All children under age 18......c.ccocn.. 6,680 8,730 930 4,100 3,690 410 2,580 2,040 540
Under 8 . y 1,930 1,590 340 1,060 930 130 870 660 210
6-13........ 3,130 2,720 410 1,910 1,740 170 1,210 980 240
14-17. e ececeaccceecccccaanmrmcncm s snn 1,620 1,430 1,120 1,020 110 500 410 60

Pcfcent of children in povcrty status
1 16.6 29.3 12.8 12.6 20.7 50.0 50.3 16.6
19.3 19.0 ,26.7 14.4 14.2 20.4 51.7 53.1 30.4
16.3 16.1 31.2 12.4 12.2 17.7 51.6 51.2 56.0
4.0 13.3 31.5 10.9 10.5 26.1 41.2 40.9 43.8
Female head . .

All children under cge 18 66.6 67.5 61.1 54.6 56.7 35.3 85.7 86.9 80.8
Under 8 78.9 83.2 58.7 n.a? 78.9 26.9 87.68 90.6 78.0
6-13....... 68.6 68.6 68.2 571.2 58.1 48.5 86.3 87.4 82.6
T ¥ I ,48.1 47.8 50.5 33.8 3.8 24.1 80.4 79.8 82.9




but even when she works 3 out of 4 are poor.
With a father out of the labor force as the
family head, 55 percent of the nonwhite children
are in poverty, but even with the father employed,
almost half live below the poverty line. Non-
white children accordingly are more likely to be
poor with a father present and working than
white children with a father not even in the
labor force, a third of whom are poor. Despite
women’s low earnings ‘and their often erratic
labor-force participation, white children living
only with a mother are, as a group, almost as well
off financially as nonwhite children with a father

present (tables 5 and E).

Shéring Households With Others

. In March 1964, judged in. terms of income for
the preceding year, two-thirds of al] children in
families with a woman at the head were in
poverty, four times the rate of poverty prevail-
ing among children in. families with a “father
present. Another indication of ‘economic strin-
gency when the father is absent is the fact that,
in families headed by a man, all but 4 percent of
the children present were the man’s “own” chil-
dren—that is, members of the primary family.
In families with a woman as the, head, 14 per-
cent’ were not her “own” children but rejated
children, representing some doubling up of
family groups (table 5).

On balance, whatever the sacrifice of privacy
implied by shared households, the arrangement

tended to improve the financial status of children

without a father, at least for those under age 6.
Presumabiy the mother could be freer to seek
employment when there was someone to look after
the child, or perhaps the related head of the
family. went to work while the ‘mother assumed
the task of Leeping house for everyone. The
financial ‘advantage in combining households
was evident at older ages, too, for the white
children but not for the ‘nonwhite  children
(table 5). There may have been other advantages
as-well; and though sharing a household would
not always take children out of poverty it might
- make some less poor.

For children living in a family with a man at

the head, the effect of doubling up was diiferent :
White children were less likely to be poor when

they were living in a household headed by. their
father than in one headed by another male rela-
tive, but for nonwhite children the reverse was
true. The youngsters seemed better off in. money
terms when their father was not the head of ,the
primary family. It must be acknowledged, how-
ever, that the Bureau of the Census ‘designation
of the family head may not necessarily. reflect
accurately just who is living with:: whom. In
other words, is it the parent-child group that
constitutes the primary family, or is it the other
relatives? . S - , oo
Additional insight into the effect on poverty
status of shared living arrangements is afforded
by the statistics for subfamilies' with children—

- that is, groups consisting of parent(s) and one or

more children under age 18, living as part of a
household headed by another relative. In March
1964, more than a third of . the 400,000 such

- groups consisting’ of a father and children and

about three-fourths-of the ‘half-million ‘mother-

~child units would have been .poor if left to live

on their own income. Nearly a third of the half-
million mother-child subfamilies were in a family
headed by another woman. » g
About 770,000 children were: part of mother-
child subfamilies with too little: income to be out
of poverty on their own. - For 420,000 of these
children poverty ‘was evaded by living with a

‘nonpoor family. Of the children in poor sub-

families with a father, nearly half (160,000) were

_able to live with nonpoor relatives. These chil-

dren and.their parents constitute a group of more
than 1 million not now part of the poverty in-
ventory but who would be poor if they were not
able to live with relatives. - )

That financial considerations loom large in the
decision to live as a subfamily is suggested by
the fact that virtually no subfamily group with
enough income to. be above the poverty line
on its own lived with a family that would be con-
sidered poor in terms of its income. '

TEENAGERS IN POOR m.wuséW

The' numbers confirm_the findings of other
studies that teenage youngsters among the poor
have less educational attainment than those in
better-off faniilies. They suggest, in addition, that.
the poor family nay not hold. its youngsters as
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long as other households. If so, the full measure
of this precipitate break must still remain untold,
because only those that are still there can be
couiited. No estimate can yet be made of the
number who have left, perhaps to be family
heads, whose limited education makes the odds

high that they will bring up their own children

in poverty. It is also likely that some families
can move out of poverty when children reach their
teens because the youngsters—or their mothers,
now -having lighter home responsibilities—find
employment and combine their- earnings with
other sources of family income.’

Data from the 1960 Census revealed school

dropout rates disproportionately high in families
with low incomes. More important, they revealed
that school dropouts aged 18-24 who had formed
their own families had incomes considerably less
than those of high school graduates who had
started their own families. And most ominous of
all, the income differences between those without
a high school diploma and those with one
widened with age, promising no hope that the
youngster who had no chance for the better deal
at the beginning of his family life would gain it
as family responsibilities grew.!

In any case, poor families have fewer never-
married teenagers than one might expect, con-
sidéering the number of younger children in pov-
erty. Many teenagers who are poor are school
dropouts, and of those who are not in school a
larger proportion in poor than in nonpoor fami-
lies do not even report themselves as in the labor
force and looking for work. A small number but
yet a disquieting proportion, particularly in the
families headed by a woman, give as the reason
they are not seeking work the fact that they are
encumbered by housekeeping responsibilities for
the family. For others the reason is not known,
except that in virtually no cases is it illness or
disability. .

The high unemployment rate among teenagers,
particularly nonwhite teenagers, is well docu-
mented, and half of all nonwhite teenagers who
have not yet married or left home are in a poor
family compared with 1 in 8 of the white
youngsters. '

»

11 James D. Cowhig, Characteristics of School Drop-
outs and High School Graduates, Farm and NonFuarm,
1960 (C. S. Department of Agriculture Economic Report
No. 63), December 1964, )

One can only speculate what repeated rebuffs
in his first attempt ut a job connote for an ill-
prepared youngster in his subsequent attitude to-
wards work. '

Fifteen percent of the nonwhite youngsters are
no longer in school; most of them had not com-
pleted high school. Of these youngsters no longer
in school, 60 percent are not even in the labor
force. Of the white teenagers in poor families
who are not in school, a third are neither work-
ing nor looking for a job. Of all teenagers not in
school but available for work, a third are un:
employed.

Poor families include one-third of all never-
married persons aged 14-19 still living with the
family who are not in school and yet not a high
school graduate.

Though 1 in 4 children under age 6 are in poor
families, such families include only an eighth of
those aged 18-19, never-married and still living
at home. Of teenagers still at home, 5 percent
of those in poor families have not finished high
school but are neither in school nor working or
seeking work. An additional 9 percent have not
finished school but are in the labor force. Among
the nonpoor families, only .2 percent of the

TaBLE 6.—School and labor-force status of teenagers in poor! .
and nonpoor families: Percentage distribution of never-
married children aged 14-19, by school attendance and by
sex of family head

All children aged 14-19 | Children aged 18-19

' Families | Fomilies | Families | Families
afg?gg},ﬁ}:’x:&?u with male |with female| with male {with female

in Mareh 1964 head head head head
Non- Non- Non-|p. | Non-
Poor poor Poor,| poor Poor poor Poor poor

Total number (in

thousands)........ 1,930(12,980] 870[ 1,120 330j 2,730{ 120 300
Percent............ 100.0{ 100.0{100.0{ 100.0{100.0{ 100.0!i00.0! 100.0
Attending school..._._.... 81.8] 89,0} 83.5] 82,7 47.7| 62.5] 46.3 50.1
Employed.________.____ 9.2] 16.7} 8.2j 17.9| 10.2 16.1) 7.3] 15.3
Unemployed_.._.._.._.. 1.6/ 2.4 2.2! 2.1} 3.7} 2.5 4.1 -1.3
Not in labor force....... 71.0{ 69.9; 73.1] 62.6{ 33.8; 43.9) 34.9] 33.5
Not in school 18.2] 11.0} 18.5 17.3| 52.3: 37.5| 53.7| 49.9
Employed___. 8.8y 7.4 4.6 11.0| 27.4) 28.1)| 18.7, 35.9
Unemployed.... 3.ll 1.5 4.6 3.0 12.0 5.6/ 13.0| 8.0
Not in labor {orce 6.3 2.1 7.31 3.3]12.9 3.8 2.0 6.0
Keeping house.. 2.9 7] s.1 1.2] 8.0 1.0 16.3| 2.4
Not high school graduate.! 14.4]  5.4] 14.11 7.5} 30,8{ 11.6} 39.9| 13.6
Employed............ 7.1 2.9 3.6/ 2.9 17.5 7.4f 13.8] 5.6
Unemployed....... 2.2 .9 4.5 1.6] 6.5 2.5 11.4 3.7
Not in labor force 5.1 1.6 6.0{ 3.0|] 6.5 1.6} 14.8] 4.3
2.2 .6 4.2 .9 4.3 .5 11.4 7
3.8 5.6/ 2.4 9.8/ 21.5 25.9]13.8 J38.2
I vzl 44 to| el 98 208 4.9} 0.2
Unemployed.._..._.__ .9 g b L8t 8.2 3.1} 1.61 4.3
Not in labor force___.. 1.2]- .50 1.3 .3| 6.5 2.2[ 7.31 1.7
Keeping house..._.. - .7| WAL L9l 3| 3.7 .5 4.9 1.7

t Family income in 1963 below SSA index at economy level.
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~youngsters are nongraduates of high schoo! who
are neither in the labor force nor attending
school, and 4 percent are nongraduates working
or looking for work (table 6). '

MEN AND WOMEN IN POVERTY

4ge for age, almost without .exception, women .

were more likely to be in a poor household than
‘men, especially if‘they:the"msel‘ves were its head.
They are, to be sure, less likely than men to have
to assume such a role. As has already been noted,
however, those that do take on the assignment. are
more likely than men to be faced with responsi-

TaBLE 7.—Sex, age, and pove:rty status: Number and percent .

of persons aged 14 and over in households with 1963 income
bglow S8A index at economy level, by family status

¥ I -
Men Women
Total | Poo: family— | Total Poor family—
. noy;- income btilowl non- |income bellowl
Y . Institu-leconomy levelinstitu-leconomy leve
Age and family status tional ticnal
) . | popu-§ [ L popu-
lation | Num-, Per- |lation | Num- Per-
{in [ber (in] cent (in |ber (in} cent
thou- { thou- of thou- ! thou- ‘of
sands)isands)| total !sands){sands)i total
Total, aged 14 and over_[62, 5i0 9.000 | 14.4 169.260 {12,980 18.7
Unrelated individual_.._____. 4,280 | 1,440 | 33.7 16,910 | 3,470  50.
Family head.._____. --.[42,550.1 5,220 | 12.3 14,880 | 1,960 : 0.
ome own’ childrer .
........... 24,710 { 2,970 12.0 12,390 | 1.330 88,7
No own children N
age 8. .. S, R --117,84C | 2,230 12.6 | 2,90 830 25.1
Other fumtly members_ .. ... 15,680 i 2,340 | 14.9 {57,470 ! 7,550 13.1
Under age 25, total 114,950 1 2,570  17.2] 1,600 | 2,980 18.8
- Unrelated individual. ._ 0 410 200 ! 49.0 520-f 270 46.6
Family head.._..___ eeieaeae 2,490 530 | 21.0 260 190 70.8
Some own children under v
age 18...___ eeeaae eeemaan 1.450 340 22,9 250 130 | 80.7
No own children ander
age 18.. ... .. 1,000 190 | 18.7 40 0 M
Other family members____.:.[12,0:3 1,850 ¢« 15.3 115,160 | 2,520 16.6
Aged 14-19_ 17.0 | 9,430 | 1,740 18.5
Aged 20-24_ . . 9.3 3,733 780 13.5
Aged 25-54. total. 32,350 | 3,440 | 10.6 35,110 | 4,960 4.1
Unrelated individual. -y 1,870 | 430 17 22.9 1 1,700 550 32.5
Family head... .. __. --127,830 | 2,650 9.5 ! 2,710 1 1,230 44.8
Some own chjldren under )
2e 18 oo ... 21,640 | 2,300 | 10.6 | 2,060 | 1.110 53.7
No own children under :
age 18..._ ... ... e meamenn 6,190 350 8.7 480 120 17.6
Other. family members. ... 2,660 350 i 13.2 130,560 | 3,170 10.4
e i p
Aged 5564, total. .11 7,720 | 1,140 ! 14.8 | 8,800 [ 1,630 18.9
Unrelated individuul. .| 840 10 | 36.8 | 1,490 ot | 40.7
Family head.......___.._.._ 1 6,50 790 12.0 S0 ) 190 | 243
Soine own children under . i
age'l8. .. ... 1,330 20 | 1.8 100 40  40.0
No own. children under .
age 18, . _____::._..] 5180 30 10:5 1 690 150 22.2
Other family members_.___.. 310 1 40} 14.2, 6,300 840 13.3
Ared 65 and over, total 1,860 | 24.8 | 9,560 { 3,420 35.8
Unrelated individual . 500 1 43.4 | 3.130 | 2,050 65.3
Family head..._________ - 5,680 ) 1,250 { 21.9 | 1,080 350 32.2
Some own children under
age I8 . ... i......_. 210 90| 40.8! 10 31 M
No own children under
age 18.. .. ... 5,460 | 1,170 | 21.3 1 1,080 350 | 32.1
Other family members__ ... | 660 100§ 15.1 }.5,340 | 1,020 19.2

t Not shown for base less than 100,000,

-

TaBLE 8.—Persons in poverty in 1063 by current labor-force
status and family status . o :

(Numbers in millions]

. T In poor households t -
Labor-force status and Totall;n -
family status, March 1964 p‘;f“ Ty <
on Number Percent

. S |5 = | of total .

©Al pé}sons aged 14 and over, total _ 131.8 2.0 17
Unrelated individuals.__.___._______] .. 11.2 | 4.9 4

Members of family units " 120.6 17.1 L14-,
Head. ... " __.__ .~ 47.4 7.2 15
Other relative;.._ ......................... 3.1 9.9 14
Employed..._..__.._____.___ . 67.9 7.3 11
Unrelated individuals..__. .- 5.9 1.5 25

Members of family units_ ... - 77707 61.9 5.8

Head.. . . ° 7T 37.2 3.7 10
Other relative_._____ 7 -7TTTTTeT 24.8 2.0 8
Unemployed...__. 4.2 1.1 26
‘ Unrelated individuals. . . .5 .2 45
Members of family units 3.8 .9 24
Head.. _._ .. _____.. 1.4 .4 28
2.3 .5 21
Not in lahor force..._.___.__.___ ... S 59.7 13.6 23
Unrelated individuals. . © 4.8 3.2 67
Memnbers of family units. 51.9 10. 4 19
MHead...__.._.._._.__. 8.8 3.1 35
Other relative.._ .____ .- 7TTTTtTtT 46.0 7.4 16

! Inconie of family unit or unrelated individual below the SSA index at*

the economy level.

bility for young..children and old persons. and

to have fewer other adults .to s}iare the burden.

In the home headed by a man’ there may be a
wife who can help boost the family income. The
woman who is the family head has no such hélp-
meet. And of course her own’ earnings, if she
works, will average less than a man’s. )
The disadvantages of assuming family respon-
sibilities too early—or continuing them too late—

are suggested by the higher incidence of poverty .

among men under age 25 who were fathers. More

than a fifth of the family heads who were this -

young and had children to support reported in-
come for their family below the economy level.
{(This poverty rate was exceeded among men only
for the few nged fathers who still had young chil-
dren at home (table 7). ‘

"Young men who were heads of childless fami-

lies also had a high incidence of' poverty com-

pared with men at other ages. For some, at least,
the poverty state presumably was temporary,

pending attainment of training and skills that -

would eventually lead to a higher scale of living.
Of the men ‘under age 25 who were head of a

~family in poverty, 11 percent of those not yet a

father and 6 percent of those who already had
children were attending school (table F).

The high risk of poverty for a man under age’
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95 who is already the head of a family is more
than surpassed by the plight of a woman this
young who already is left to raise her children
alone. Of the few young mothers under age 25

listed as a family head, 80 percent had insufficient '

income in 1963 to care for themselves and- their
children. Doubtless because their children were
likely to be small, only a fourth of these mothers
were employed. Half the mothers who were over
age 25 and who were a family head were em-

ployed. The higher probability of marriage dis-
" ruption likely to accompany teenage marriage **
and the yet-to-be-developed earning capacity of
young workers tend to subject the children of
very young parents to a high risk of poverty.

WORK AND POVERTY

It has always been true in our society that eco-
nomic. well-being rests primarily on earning
power. Those who cannot or do not work—and
their dependents—must expect to be poorer than
those who do. Today, with unemployment con-
tinuing at uncomfortably high levels, there are
many who bear current witness to this truism.
Yet there are others who do work and find they
cannot provide even a bare minimum of comfort
for themselves and their families. Of the 15 mil-
lion children counted poor in March, 5.7 million
were in the family of a worker who had & regu-
lar job in 1963 and was not out of work at any
time during the year. :

To be sure, families of the poor had more than
their share of unemployment. Often it was not
only the worker at the head of the family who
was out of work, but other members too were
jobless. In poor households more than in those
that were not poor, family members were likely
to be out of the labor force altogether, but the
number who work and yet are poor, particularly
among the nonwhite population, is large.

The Working Poer

For male workers designated as the head of a
family it was apparently not the current jobless-

12 Robert Parke, Age at JMarriage and Subsequent
Marital Ezperience, presented ‘at meetings of the Popu-
lation Association of America, Chicago, April 23-24, 1965.

ness that was the primary cause of poverty. It
was rather a history of an erratic series of
shortterm jobs or a spell of uninterrupted em-
ployment at low pay, coupled with a large num-
ber to be supported out of the family income.  In
more than a fourth of the white families and
nearly a third of the nonwhite familiés desig- |
nated as poor—2 million in all—the family head
worked full time the.year around in 1963.
Most of these full-time workers were men. Of
the few women in this unrewarding situation, 28
percent were in domestic service and 20 percent
had other service jobs. Almost all the domestic
service workers were nonwhite. Indeed, in keep-
ing with the greater tendency for a nonwhite
woman to be working, regardless of her family
responsibility, 60 percent of the women whose
family was in poverty despite their having
worked full time all year were nonwhite. Among
men fully employed in 1963 but whose family
nevertheless remained poor, only 29 percent were
nonwhite. :
The 1.9 million men who were family heads
and who were never out of a job all year, yet still
were poor, represented more than 1 in 3 of all
men at the head of a family in poverty. Their
families averaged five persons each, and nearly
2 in every 4 had at least four children under
age 18 to support. Close to 48 percent of these
fully employed yet poor family men were work-
ing as farmers, service workers, or laborers—oc-
cupations ranking low on the pay scale. All but
4 percent were still working in March 1964.
Among those living alone who were poor, only
10 percent had worked throughout 1963 in a full-
time job. The proportion was almost identical
for white and nonwhite persons—9 percent and
11 percent, respectively. To put these numbers in
perspective, 1 in 8 of all individuals living alone
who had a full-time job all during 1963 earned
too little to bring him up to the poverty thres-
hold—roughly $1,540—for the. year. There was
almost no difference between men and women in
this respect—1314 percent of the fully employed
men were poor and 12 percent of the women.

Unemployment in March 1964

In March 1964 a total of 4.2 million persons
aged 14 or older were reported as out of work and
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looking for a job. A fourth of thesv.unem-‘

ployed were in a poor household. Of persons not
i the labor force, nearly the same proportion
were on the poverty rolls. By contrast, of the
nearly 68 million workers who had a job, only 1
I 9 were counted among the poor. For persons
living alone—so many of whom are past age 65—
the situation was worse than for others.’ Irrespec-
tive of their work status, they were much more
likely to be below the poverty line than persons
living as part of a family (table S).

When due allowance is made for the large
‘number of family members not in the labor force,
it -becomes evident that the - poor who do work
are subject to a rate of unemployment more than
twice that of workers in nonpoor families.
Among those who are heads of families, the un-
employment rate for the poor in March 1964 was
uce than three times that for the nonpoor,
as the . gures below indicate.

Unen:iployment rate
{percent} 1

- Family status of worer ‘I
|

Ve Poor’ Noapoor

households households
Total.in labor rorcc\_... ............. l 13 | - 5
Living :xlone.,.._....;..........._.._ ...... ! ’ 12 . 3

f f .
Infamilyunits. ... ..o .. i 13 | 5
Head .o . : i 10§ 3
Other member T 19 ' &

! Persens curréntly unemploved as a percent of those currently in the
labor force. L .

. The unemploymeni of the head may be more
eritical-in a poor family than in a nonpoor family
because there are fewer other members likely to
Le able to help out. Members of poor houseiclds
generally are in the labor market to a lesser . Je-
gree than those in nonpoor units, a fact that iu
itself may” explain why some families counted
poor are in that situation. The. difference is par-
ticularly striking for families with the head cur-
rently unemployed (table 9). '

- Amoig nonpoor families, about a fourth more
of the members other than the head are in the
market for a job when the family head is out of
work than when he is employed. Among the
poor, however, where fewer of the members aged
14 or older are in the labor foi'ce' to begin with,

only 5 percent more :r» in the market for a job.

when the worker heading the family has lost his.

. Unfortunately, for both poor and nonpoor alike,
the additional effort does not always pay off. The
unemployment rate among these auxiliary work-
ers when the head is himself looking for a job is

two and one-half times as high as-when le. has

" one. R T

Moreover, the situation is far ‘worse! for the

poor than for those better off : Amorg poor fami-
lies with the head unemployed, nearly 40 percent
of the other members available for 'work are un-
employed too. . Nonpoor families in a similar
situation have half as many of the supplemen-

tary earners unemployed, as the following figures
for members aged 14 or more show . '

;e

Poor families I Nonpoor families

) . with head— | with head—
Mermbers other than head o l o l
Em- Unem Qi o “Em. |Unem.{Out of
. ployed;pioyed {Brce ployed ployed force

Number in labor force as per- I : o .
Joentoftotal .. g 29 2 33 48 42
Number unempioyed as per;
- cent of number in labor . ’

force . ... ... 14 l 37. 251 7 19 | 7

L I

- For some.families, whether the wife can work

or not makes the difference in ‘whether they will
be poor. The incidence of poverty was twice as
great among husband-wife families when the wife
was not in thie paid labor force as when she was.
Whether she works may be particularly relevant
when her husband does not have a steady job.
Women aged 25-54 in families with a man at the
head—most of them wives ‘rather than other
family members—were more likely to seek a job
when the head was not working than at other
times, particularly among the nonpoor.

With larger, younger families’ and lesser job
skills, the wives of men in poverty were less able
to look for work and were much less successful
when they did, as the following figures derived
from table 9 suggest :

\

Nonpoor families

" Poor families
with male head— .

with male head—

Female mémbers aged 25-54 |
| Out of

’ labor
force

Out of
labor
“force

Em- |Unem-
ployed|ployed

Em- [Unem-
ployed;ploved

Number: in labor force as : . .
Jpercentof total.. ... 27 3] 26 4 58 48
Number unemployed as per-§ . . . .
cent of number in labor . ‘
foree oo 8 33 13 4 13 4
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By the same token, some families not counted
as poor would undoubtedly have been if it were
not for the wife's employment, particularly when
the husband was out of a job or out of the labor
force entirely.

The family in poverty is apparently doubly dis-
advantaged. There are fewer other adults to take
responsibility for keeping up family income when
the head is out of work, and those who do make
the attempt are less able to find a job than mem-
bers of families above the poverty line.

o

The Large Family and Unemployment

A family with a man at the head who is cur-
rently unemployed is nearly three times as likely
to be poor as one in which the family head has
a job. Prolonged unemployment or even inter-
mittent but frequent short spells obviously pre-
dispose a large family to poverty more readily
than a small one. Unemployment insurance when
available is not usually geared to the number of
dependents, and many of our large families are
at marginal levels even when the breadwinner is
working. Families that were poor, however, and
headed by an unemployed man were not notice-
ably larger than those in which the head was
currently employed. Both groups, to be sure,
had larger families and more children than the
matching nonpoor households. It was their gen-
erally inadequate income for their size—and per-

haps the long-run employment pattern of, the

" breadwinner—more than their current employ-

ment situation that served as a common bond in:’
poverty. . :

The very few poor families headed by a woman
who was currently unemployed were bigger and
had more children than those families in which
the woman currently had a job or the large num-
ber in which she was out completely of the labor
force (table C). :

Unemployment in 1963

The data above refer only to current employ-
ment status—that is, the job situation in a single
week in March 1964. The work experience dur-
ing 1963 is undoubtedly more relevant since it
was income for that year by which families and
persons living alone were classified as poor. Such
information is available at this time only for
persons living alone and for those who were the
head of a family.

In poor families where the person at the head
worked only part of the year, more than half
these men had spent some time out of a job and
looking for work. The overall unemployment
rate among men who were heads of impoverished
families and had any work experience at all in
1963 'xccordmgly was 26 percent. The correSpond-
ing rate in March 1964 among those then in the
labor force was 9 percent. Among men living

TasLe 9.—Current labor-force status of persons other than the head in poor and nonpoor families and of women aged 25-54 in

families with male head, by labor-force status of head

[Numbers in thousands]

Poor,! with head— Nonpoor, with head—
Labor-force status of member other than head i
in March 1964 Fotal Un- Not in Un- Not in
Employed | ;i loyed | labor force | 1otal | Employed | o ni5veq | labor foree
In families with male or female head
Al persons aged 14 and over 9,890 8,760 570 3,570 63,260 53,310 1,830 8,320
Inlaborforee. ... . iiiiieeo.. 2,530 1,590 160 780 24,570 20,310 780 3.480
Employed..._........ 2,040 1,350 100 590 22,720 18,870 630 3,230
Unemployed.____..... 480 - 230 60 200 1,850 1,450 150 250
Not in labor force 7,360 4.180 410 2,780 38,690 33,000 860 4,840
In families with male head
All wormnen aged 25-54. .. ...iiiiiiiiiiaaaoaaa 2,080 2,220 230 530 26,800 24, 580 680 1,540
In lahor force..........._.... 800 600 K 140 10,830 9,720 400 710
Employed............. 710 550 50 120 10,330 9,300 340 680
Unemployed........... 90 50 30 20 500 420 © 50 30
Not in labor force 2,170. 1,620 160 400 15,980 14,860 290 830

! Family income in 1963 below SSA index at economy level.
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alone in poverty it was 28 percent for 1963 and
17 percent for the .more recent date.

For many of the poor, unemployment is obvi-
ously a chronic rather than an acute ailment. Or
perhaps one might say it is their poverty that is
chronic; they will be poor whether or not the
family head has a-job.' In this connection a re-
cent study for the California State Social Wel-

- fare Board compared two sets of families—a
representative group of those coming on the
State rolls for aid to families with dependent
children of an unemployed parent and a similar
group of low-income families not then on the
welfare rolls. Both were composed primarily of
‘ill-educated, low-skilled, low-paid workers with
large numbers of dependents. About 60 per-
cent of the families receiving assistance and 66
percent of the others had at least six members.

The study concluded that “there are few and in-
significant differences for the most part beiween
the AFDC-Unemployed parent group and the
low-income non-welfare group. .They are inter-
‘changeable’ parts of one high-risk, dependency-
'pro’né group.”

According to the study, “the, critical question
for dependenw—-—and for the welfare rolls—is no
whether the breadiwinner is unemployed at any
‘given-time, but whether he works over a span of
time for an mcome which can support his fam-
11y 13 '

There was no difference observed in willingness
to work or in work history. Both groups re-
. vealed a chronic vulnerability in terms of low
skills and low wages, with frequent spells of un-

13 California Department of Sorial Wexfare, State
" ‘Social © Welfare Poard V‘nret Annual cho:t January
"1965. .

TABLE lO.v—I-?larnily size of white and nonwhite families in M arch_

emp]oyment that could result in'need for public

" assistance in the intervals between jobs.

Unfortunately, existing income- -support  pro-
grams are crisis-oriented. They are designed to
deal with mterruptlon in income rather than a
continuing income deficiency.+

labor-Force Participation

Employment at low pay and unemployment are-
not- the only labor-force characteristics distin-
'rulshmo the poor from the nonpoor. Among
amll\ heads and- other members, consider-

ably more of those in poor than in nonpoor fami-
" lies are neither “orkmor nor looking for work;
. they are out of the labor force altogether. In

somé measure this disparity reflects merely the
fact that the poverty rolls include a fair share of .
those who would normally not be expected to
worlk, 'such as the aged and- women—young or old
—who.have to care for a family and look after
young children. But ‘even hllowing for these
factors, the disparity exists—age for age, man
for man, and woman for woman, with only one
exception. In poor families headed by a man,
men aged 20-24 were a little more likely to be
working than in nonpoor families—undoubtedly
an indication that the young men in the better-
off families are more likely to be attending col-
lege ]ust as in their teens they were more likely
to be in high school.

Among family members other than the head,
3 out of every 4 of those in poor families who

14 Bveline M. Burns, “Social Security in Evolution:
Towards What?"' Proceedings of the Seventeenth Annual
Meeting of -Industrial "Relations Research Association,
Chicago, ‘December 1964.

1964, by sex of head and poverty status

White families Noawhite families '
Sex of head and family size ~ -
Total Poor! Nonpoor Total Poort Nonpoor
[ |- -

All tanunns total nu-nbor ‘in millions).. -42.6 3.1 37.8 4.8 201 2.7
Persoas in famniiies, total numter (in siillions) 155.7 ¢ 19.8 135.9 20.3 9.9 10.4
Numoer of persons per famndly. ... 3.8 3.8 3.8 4.2 4.8 3.8

Families with male head, total number (in millions)......... . 38.8 3.9 34.9 3.7 1.3 2.4
' Persons in familics (in mil SEHOMS) « - o 2 eeeemeeememees e R 144:4 15.8 128.6 15.9 8.5 9.4
\Iumber of persons per family..................... O P 3.7 4.0 3.7 4.3 5.1, 3.8
Families with female head, total number (p MiloNS) -« .ooeooeeomeaancs 3.8 1.2 2.8 1.1 .8 .3
. Persons in families, total num: ber {in miilions).. 11.3 4.0 7.3 4.4 3.4 1.0
\umber of perwns per ramny .................................................... 3.0 3.4 2.8 4.1 44.4 3.3

-

! Family {ncome in 1963 below SSA index at economy lavel.
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. were aged 14 or older were not in the labor force,
compared with 3 out of 5 in nonpoor families.
" Disability rates were higher among the poor but
hardly enough higher to account for the differ-

ence: \e.lrly percent of those out of the labor
force gave as a reason longterm illness or dis-
ability, compared with 114 percent of the non-
poor (table D).

It is easier to offer possible explanations for
some of the findings than for others: Women
_in poor families, whatever their age, are more
_likely to be needed at home to look after children.
‘This is so whether they are wife and mother in a
family headed by a man or must serve as home-
maker for the family of another woman who goes
out to work. But why boys aged 14-19 in poor
families, already less likely to be in school than

boys in families better off, should also be less
' likely to seek work is more difficult to rationalize.
It is in any case more disturbing, even if it indi-
cates only that our statistics on unemployment
. may leave out some who expect such difficulty in
finding a job that they no longer -report them-
selves in the market for one.

RACE AND POVERTY:

It is evident that nonwhite persons in 1963

were much poorer than others, regardless of -

family or work status, as their longstanding in-
ferior income status should have led us to expect.
. Statistics for the Negroes often are taken to be
synonymous with those for the general nonwhite
population, more than 90 percent of which is
Negro. In point of fact, the situation of the
Negro may be even worse, as suggested by 1960
Census data for income, education, and employ-
ment among the separate nonwhite racial
groups.'®

‘A newly released report of data collected in
March 1964 reaffirms the continuing current dis-
advantage of the Negro, both with respect to
other nonwhite groups and to the white popula-
tion.

In March 1964 the Negro population was, on
the average, younger and had a smaller amount
of regular schooling, a smaller proportion mar-

15 Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Population,
1960, “Nounwhite Population by Race,” PC (2)-1C.

ried, and Jower median income than the white
population. Half the Negro males aged 14 and
over with any income in 1963 had no more than
$2,440—white males averaged twice this much.
Negro females with income averaged only, two-
thirds as much income for the year as white fe-
males.’® The nonwhite population of whatever
race has less income than the white, but the
Negroes are somewhat worse off even than other
nonwhite groups, as the following figures sug
gest.' :

Nonwhite
Median income in 1963 White
' Total Negro

All men with income *._._..____.___.._.... $4,820 $2,510 $2,440
NON(AIM . oo cieiercnaamammccacanaan 5,020 2,740 2,650
£11.0 1 | RS 2,280 830 780
All women with income ! ... .......... 1,440 - 960 950
N LT T4 1 RSP 1,480 1,040 1,020

J 2 TR, 790 390 390

1 Noninstitutional population.

Regardless of race, perslons living alone tended
to be poorer than those of the same age and sex

living as part of a family group, but among non-

white persons there was less difference in this
respect than among white. White families aver-.
aged three and one-half times as ‘much income as
white unrelated individuals, but nonwhite fami-
lies had only two and two-thirds as much to
live on as a nonwhite person living alone.

Nonwhite families, whether headed by a man
or woman, had income little better than half that
of white families, despite the fact that they
were considerably larger (table 10). As a result,
poverty among the nonwhite population gener-
ally was from three to four times as prevalent as
among the rest of the Nation.

Among the white population, the proportion
counted poor declined from 17 percent for chil-
dren under age 6 to 11 percent for persons aged
45~64, 'and then rose to 29 percent for those
aged 65 and over, the poorest of any age group.
In the nonwhite population, by contrast, the pov-
erty rate among young children was the highest

16 Bureau of the Census, Current Population .Reports,
Population Characteristics, “Negro Population: March
1964, Series P-20, No. 137, May 1965.

17 Bureau of the Census, Current Population Réports,
Consumer Income, “Income of Families and Persons in
the United States, 1963,” Series P-60, No. 43.
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of all, but the incidence in the aged population
was' almost as high. Accordingly, the poverty-
rate for the nonwhite population was four times
the rate for the white population among young
children, three and one-half times as high among

those in the middle years, but less than twice as

high among aged persons (fa})le A).

This limited measure of parity in poverty
among the races is echoed somewhat among fami-

lies with children called poor.. When identified -

by a poverty criterion that varies with the num-
ber.in the family, families selected as poor ex-
hibit less difference in income between white
and nonwhite: All aré uncomfortably and uncon--
scionably low. Even among the poor, however,
the nonwhite families are larger and so must
make do with less per person than the white, as
the figures below illustrate.

All families Poor families
Item

White Nonwhite White | Nonwhite

Male head: * . .
Median income____.___ : $6.790 T 34,140 $1,690 $2.000
- . Persons per family._...|- 3.7 4.0 4.3 - S
Female head: ° ! '
Median income......._ $3.810 $2,000 31,230 $1.410
Persons per family_.... 3.0 4.1 3.4 . 4.4

Some of the difference in the extent of poverty
- between white and nonwhite households might-
be explained away by the larger proportion of
the nonwhite population living in the South,
where incomes generally are lower than in the
rest of the éountry. Yet as table' G shows, even

classifying the families separately by region does .
not wipe out .the disparity ‘in economic status,

altliough it does reduce it. _
Similarly, the fact that nonwhite families tend

to- have more children than white faniilies and

are- more likely to have n woman as the head
might account in some measure for their Tack-of
economic security: Such families are no stran-
gers to poverty even among the white population.
If allowance is made for these differences by
standardizing the rates—that is, by applying to
nonwhite families the poverty rate for white

families of the same size and composition—then .

the proportion of nonwhite families in poverty
decreases from 4214 percent to 20 percent—
still one and one-half times the rate of 12 percent
among white households It is obvious there is

more to the problem of poverty among Negroes
than mere statistical artifact.

SUMMING UP

_The data cited document the disadvantgtge un-
der which so many among us live. The criterion
of reference is'still far from ideal. Yet whether
or not the particular poverty standard meets
one’s own, it is hard to beliéve an alternative cri-
terion could ‘seriously alter the impression of
vulnerability. for the aged household, the family
with many’ children; the nonwhite family, the
family with a woman at the head, the family of a

- nonworker or low-paid- worker, and the multiple

jeopardy when two or more of these risks are
combined.

Much more could be and should be learned
about the nature of poverty and its longterm con-
sequences. Looking at a single point in time
inevitably fuses cause and effect. It cannot be
said for sure whether or when the broken home,
or the problems. of the family with more than its
share of women and young children and its ab-
sent or idle teenagers, or the bleak privation of
old age could have been averted by attacking pov-

‘erty at some earlier stage.

But even before all the evidence is in ‘i’t_ is
safe to conclude that, for many in the underclass
of present-day society, poverty is neither a some-
time nor a one-time thing. For them there is no
hope ahead for anything but privation from
childhood to old age. ' .

* The father and mother with not enough to
care for their family today are not likely to end
their tomorrows in a retirement cushioned witl .
the savings of a lifetime. In today’s credential

society, there is seant ‘hope for the youngster

raised in poverty, ill-equipped and shortchanged,
to find a job that promises a better life as an
adult than he knew as a child. For many a Negro
still, a lingering legacy of discrimination will
continue throughout his lifetime to deny him a
better living. But what cold comfort is that
for the white pauper who cannot even attribute
his dreary fate to his color? Sixty percent of
all children in poverty today are white, and with-
out countervailing measures most of them have
little to look forward to but more of the same.

But now it is proclaimed that these things
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not only should not be—they need not be; if the
Nation has the will, it has the means to strike
at poverty: This is indeed a new dimension.
Whatever the inadequacies of the past, we can
seek for the future a better chance for all citi-
zens. We now know who's who among the poor,
even if the exact number is not known. The

groups most vulnerable to the risk of poverty
have been identified. Remedial programs can go
forward. ‘ ' .

To end on a plaintive note, if we can think
bold solutions and dream big dreams we may be
able to ease the problem of poverty even if we
cannot yet agree on how to measure it.

TaBLE A.—Poverty status ! of noninstitutional population in 1963: Number and percent of persons in unit with 1963 income
below specified level of SSA poverty index, by age, sex, race, and family status

[Numbers in millions; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore suhject to sampling variability that may be relatively
large where the size of the percentage or sizo of the total on which the pergentage is bﬁa}i is small; as in all surveys, the figures are subject to errors of response
and nonreporting L

All persons White Nonwhite
Income of individual or Income of individual or Income of individual or
family unit— family unit— family unit—
: Total Total Total
Age, sex, and family status | ,opineri. | Below econ- | Below low- | noninsti-| Below econ- | Below low- | noninsti-| Below econ- | Below low-
tutional omy levet cost level tutional omy level cost level tutlonal omy level cost level
popula- popula- popula-
tion? | p P tion ? P P tion 2 P

> er- | er- er- er- AT, Per- er-
Nb‘g’ cent of Nbuenrl- cent of Nb‘g:" cent of Nb‘g" cent of 5&‘:“ cent of Nb':':“ cent of

A total total total total total total
Number of persons, total_..._. 187.2 | 34.6 18.5} 50.3| 26.8 185.4 1§ 23.9| 14.4 38.7 | 22.2 21.81 10.7| 49.3} 13.3 62.1
Unrelated individuals...... 11.2 4.9 43.9 59| 49.8 9.7 4.1 41.8 4.7 | 48.0 1.5 .8 57.5 .9 61.7
Members of family units__. 178.0 | 29.7| 16.9! 447 | 25.4 15571 19.8 1 12.7| 32.1| 20.6 20.3 9.9 48.7| 12.6 62.1
Children underage 183......__... 63.8 15.1 21.9 214 | 3.8 59.2 9.3 15.7 14.9 25.1 9.7 5.8 59.5 7.0 72.6
Under6......._.._. 24.8 5.91 23.9 8.7 35.2 21.0 3.6 17.3 581 28.0 3.9 2.3 59.7 2.9 4.2
6-13....._.... 30.6 6.7 21.8 9.6 3.4 26.4 4.1 15.6 6.6 | 24.9 4.1 2.6 61.9 3.0 73.6
L 0 b RN 13.4 2.4 18.1 3.5] 28.4 11.8 1.5 13.1 2.4 20.7 1.7 91 52,9 1.1 66.5
Persons aged 1845 ... ... .... 63.4 9.0 14.2 13.7| 21.8 56.2 8.2 11.0 9.9 17.8 7.3 2.9 39.7 3.8 52.8
Unrelated individuals ¢. 3.0 1.0} 32.5 1.0 34.6 2.5 .71 30.1 .81 32.1 .S .2 | 43.3 .2 46.1
Members of family units 60.4 8.1} 13.3| 12.7] 21.0 53.7 5.4 10.1 9.1}] 16.9 8.7 2.6 | 39.4 3.6 53.4
Head.. ... ......_. 23.3 3.6 18.5 5.5 2.6 20.7 2.5 11.9 4.0 1.3 -2.8 1.2 | 44.1 1.5 57.8
Wife. .. 24.5 2.8| 1.8 4.8 10.4 22,2 2.0 9.0 3.6 10.2 2.3 8| 34.8 1.2 49.5
Other. ... ..o 12.8 1.6 | 12.9 2.4 19.2 10.8 .9 8.8 1.5 13.9 1.8 .6 | 33.4 .9 52.3
Persons aged 45-84............... 37.8 521 13.9 7.3 19.2 34.3 3.9 11.3 5.5| 16.1 3.8 1.4 3%.0 1.7°] 48.8
Unrelated individuals_.. 3.9 1.4 | 35.7 1.6 | 40.2 3.3 1.0 |- 31.4 1.2} 35.7 N 4| 60.9 4 66.1
Members of family units.. 33.9 3.8 11.4 5.71 16.8 30.9 2.8 9.1 4.3 14.0 3.0 1.0 | 34.8 1.3 45.5
ead ... ..oo..o..... 17.3 1.9 '11.3 2.9] 16.6 15.8 1.4 8.7 2.1 13.5 1.6 61 36.3 .8 47.4
Wife. . 14.3 1.5 10.68 2.3 | 15.9 13.2 1.2 8.9 1.8 13.8 1.1 .31 3.6 .4 41.8
Other_. ... 2.3 4] 16.2 S 2.2 2.1 .3 131 4] 19.8 .3 .11 31.9 .1 49.5
Persons aged 65 and over..___.... 17.1 531 30.9 7.4 | 43.3 15.8 4.6 | 28.9 6.5 41.0 1.3 7| 55.4 .9 71.3
Unrelated individuals.._ 4.3 2.5 59.3 3.0 69.2 3.9 2.3| 58.0 2.7| 68.3 4 3| 7.8 .3 78.3
Members of family units.. 12.8 2.71 213 4.4 34.6 11.8 2.3 19.2 3.8 31.9 .9 -4 48.4 .8 68.4
6.8 1.6 | 23.4 2.5} 38.9 8.2 1.3 ] 20.8 2.1 33.8 .8 .3 | s52.5 .4 70.1
3.4 B 2.7 1.4} 39.2 3.3 T 218 1.2 37.2 .2 1| 43.9 .1 76.1
2.5 .3 13.3 51 21.9 .23 3 1.4 .4 19.2 -2 .1 40.4 .1 55.2

! For description of poverty criteria, see Mollie Orshansky, *Counting
the Poor: Another Look at the Poverty Profile,”” Social Security Dulletin,
January 1965, :

2 As of March 1964 there were 2 million persons in institutions, including
270,000 children under age 18; 1,100,000 persons aged 18-64; and 700,000 persons
aged 65 or older. These persons, as well as the 200,000 children under age
14 who live with a family to no member of which they were related, are not
represented in the poverty index hecause income data are not collected for
inmates of institutions or unrelated individuals under age 14.

lncludes never-married own children of the family head and all other
never-married relatives under age 18; excludes an additional 300.000 children
under age 14 (200,000 in households of nonrelatives and 100,000 in institutions).

4 Also includes all unrelated individuals aged 14-17.

Note: Numbers in this report based on actual counts of individual persons
in the households sampled, weighted and aggregated- by family weights
with units then adjusted by Bureau of the Census procedures to conform to
known population characteristics, such as age, sex, and race. Qroup totals
may therefore differ slightly from corresponding totals in other Census
reports based on person rather than family weights. 'The counts of persons
in families mgy also differ slightly from those in ‘‘Counting the Poor,”
which were derived from distributions of family units with an estimated
average number assumed for units including 7 or more persons, or 6 or more
related children under age 18.
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TasLe B.—Comparing the poor and the nonpoor, according to the SSA poverty index: Percentage distribution of persons in
families with 1963 income above and below specified levels, by age and relationship to head and by sex of head ’

. All famflfes with male head, All families with female head,
Total, family income-— family income— family income—
. Above } ) Above Above
. econ- econ- econ-
Age and relatlonship to head . {Below|Above| omy [BelowjAbove!Below{Above| omy |Below{Above|Below|Abovel omy |Below|Above
s . econ- | econ- | level, { low- | low- { econ- | econ- | level, | low- | low- | econ- | econ- | level, | low- | low-
: : .omy | omy | below] cost cost | omy | omy |below | cost | cost | omy | omy | below| cost | cost
level | level | low- [ level | level | level | level | low- | level | level { level | level | low- | level | level
cost cost o Tove ] cost
level . | level . level |
Families, . total number (in thou- . ’ R
sands). .........................| 7,180! 40,280 3,720} 10,900| 36,530| 5.220| 37.340| 3,280 8,500! 34,060{ 1,960 2. 920 45| 2,400]- 2,470
Family members: . - . ' . . . T
Total number (in thousands)..... 29,690,146,280{ 15,000] 44.690!131,280| 22,290.137,940| 13,600( 35,830/124,340| 7.400{ 8,330 1,390 8,790{ 6,940
Number per family ... _._._____._. 4.1 3.8 1.0 4:1 3.6 4.3 3.7 4.2 4.2 3.7 3.8 2.9 3.1 3.7 2.8
T 1 -
Total pereent. . _ooo...oo.oooii... 100.0; - 190.01 100.0{ 100.0! 120.0; 100.0] 100.5: - 100.01 100.0t 100.01 1045.0] 100.0|. 100.0! 100.0] 100.9
Children under age 18, total............... 30.7 3¢.8 45.6) 48.0 35.7 7.3 37.4 46.0[ 17,0 38.4 80.0 26.8 41.7 57.2 23.8
Own childeen. L.l 16.6 35.4 43.1 45.4 - 34.5 44,70 138.21 | 33.9] 44.4 35.4 52,21 22.3; 35.7 49.8| 19.7
Unadero years oo.ooiiciiiiiiiianaaaan 18.3 . 12.3 17.¢; 18.2 11.7 18.7 i2.9 18.8) 18.3 12.2 17.8 3.2 6.3 16.0! 2.8
..... 20.7, 15.8 l8.6| 2.0 15.5 19.2¢ . 16.2 18.9 18.1] 15.91 25.2 10.2 15.9 2.7 9.1
4-17_.. ... .- T 7.3 8.9 7.2 7.3] .8.8 7.1 6.2 8.5 7.3l 9.2 8.9 13.5 9.9{ 8.0
Other related children 41 . 1.4 2.5 3.6 1.2 2.9 1.1 2.1 2.8 1.0] 7.8 4.4 8.0l - 7.8 4.1
Underd years. ... .o.oieoenicieonnn. 1.5 .8 1.0 1.3 .5 1.1 .3 9 1.0 .4 2.7 - L. L& 2.6 1.7
(3 % 1.8l .8 .9 1.5 ¢ 4 1.2 .4 .8 1.0 .4 3. 8| 1. 5 2.8 3.6 1.4
417 -8 .3 .6 .5 .3 .6 .2i .4 .8 .2 1.3 1.2 1.8 . 1.4 1.0
-Other members, totel...._._...o.o..... ] 498 63.20 s4.4l sLol se2 s2.4) 62.0| 5.0 53.00 538l 4.0l 7.2l 5831 428 762
Underage 45, . .o o o iiiiieiaan :7.’.’: 35.8 30.3' 2.3 36.3 28.20  35.9 3.1 29.2  38.31 247 33.3 28.7] 2.8 3.2
Head. oo i 12,2y 13.8 i2.81 123 13.6 i1 3.6 12,8 1.3 13.31  15.¢ 10.4 13.4 5.1 . 9.8
Wi i eiiiiiaaaan 9.5 14.8 12.9 10.6 15.0 12.6 15,71 14.3 13.2 15,9 e el
Other refstives. ... ... ..ooveuenon.. . 5:5; ] 5.3 5.4 7.7 4.8 8.3 4.3 .4 0.3} 8.3 22.9 . 2¢.4
Aged 4564, oLl | 180 W8 12.3) 1270 2.8 4.9 '20.31 1.8 13.3) 2131 9.1 24.4 . 28.1
Head_ .. 6.&¢ 10.5. 6.2 8.4 1.2 BT 0.1 3.5 6.2 10.7 8.2] 15.7 I 1684
Wite ... silosw 50 s ey 68 93l &3 63 . 9.7...... f...... |
Other relatives. 1.3| 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.4 .7 .’-Ji .8 .8 .9
Aged 85 and over. 9.1 6.9 11.3 9.3 8.4 10.0 6:3, 11.1 10.4 5.5
Head.._.. 5.4 3.8 6.1 £6 3.3 5.6 a2 6.1 5.8, 2.y
Wite....... 2.0 1.8 33 30 18 -33 1y 42 3y L¥
Other relatives. ..o coiccciaicieanannn. 1.1 1.5 i.4 1.2 1.3 R.] l.'.’i r .8 .Si 1.2
1

L v .

TasLe C.—Number of persons and number of children in poor ! and nonpoor families in 1963, by sex and current-labér-force
status of head : : . . .

«

. Al familles .. Famllies with male head Familles with fernale head
Labor-force status of head :n March 1964 - e ~|- - -
4 Total |° 'Poor | Nonpoor| Total Poor | Nonpoor ) Totnl_ Poor | Noapoor
All {amilies, total number (in milllons)............... 47.7 7.2 40.2 42.5 3.2 37.3 4.9 2.0 2.9
Persons in familles: - : . . ) B . R
Total numter (fn millions). ... .ouee i icaeaaas 176.0 2071 148.3 160.3 22.3 138.0 15.7 7.4 8.3
Number per mily . e icemrcaiaaean 3.7 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.3 - %) 3.2 3.8 2.9
Children in fumilles: o . R . \ , . 3
Total number (in mitlens) .. e iiaceaaaas - 68.8 15.0 53)8 62.2 19.6 1.8 6.7 4.4 2.2
. Number per family. . ... .. iicecieaiaaaan 1.3 2.1 1.3 L5 2.0 1.4 1.4 . 2.3 .8
Head employed, total number (in milllens) ... .. .. ... 37.1 3.7 33.4 34.9 3.2 31.8 2.2 .8 1.7
Persons in {amities: . . -
Total number (in millfons) ... ... ... .oaoiiiiiiiiaicann 143.8 17.7 126.1 136.8 15.4 121.4 6.9 2.2 4.7
Number per family. ... eiiiieaanaa- 3.9 4.7 3.8 3.9 4.9 3.8 3.1 3.9 2.8
Children in families: , .
Total number (in milllons). ... ... icicaiioiiiiiinaas . 59.1 9.7 49.4 58.3 8.3 48.0 2.8 1.3 1.3
Number per family . ..o 1.6 2.8 - 1.8 1.8 2.8 1.5 1.2 2.4 .9
Head upemploved, total number {in mitlions)._...._...._ 1.4 .4 1.0 1.3 .3 1.0 .2 .1 .1
Persons in families: -
Total number (in :nillions) 5.5 1.3 3.8 . 8.0 C 1.8 3.4 .6 .3 .2
Number per famiiy.... 3.9 4.5 3.5 3.9 4.9 3.6 3.7 4.4 2.9
Children in families: !
Total number (in miLnS) .o ie ot 2.4 1.1 1.3 2.1 .9 1.2 .3. .2 .1
Number per famlly. ..o iiie e iceaai e 1.7 2.8 1.2 1.6 'z._s 1.2 2.0 3.0 1.0
Head not in labor force, total numb.r (1a milltons). ... 8.9 3.0 5.8 8.4 1.7 4.6 2.3 1.3 1.2
Persons in families: - .
Toot:xl number (it MUNGRS) .cr oo iececaineiane- 26.7 10.1 16.8 18. 4 5.2 13.2 8.3 4.2 3.4
Number per family. .. it cmcecmen. 3.0 3.2 2.9 2.9 3.0 12.8 3.3 3.7 2.9
Children {n {amiiies: -
Total number :Ain HLONS) e el et e 7.4 4.2 3.1 3.8 1.4 2.4 3.6 2.9 7
Number per famtly. .. ..ol P, - .8 1.4 .5 .6 .8 .5 1.4 2.2

t Family income in 1062 below SCA :ndex at economy level.
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Tasre, D.—Current labor-force status of persons othér than the head in
bution by sex and age of family member and by sex of head

poor ! and nonpoor families in 1963: Percentage distri-

All families Families with male head Families with female head
Age and labor-!lorcst sta::thui 9t:;l‘lmmlsr member All members Male members Female members Male members Female members
n Mar )
Poor | Nonpoor| Poor |Nonpoor| Poor |Nonpoor] Poor | Nonpoor| Poor | Nounpoor
families tamﬁl‘:: families | families | families | families | families ‘families familles | familfes
"All persons aged 14 and over, number (in

thousands)_ ... . . . ____________.___. 9,800 | 63,250 1,520 11,510 8,590 47,730 820 1,830 960 2,190
Percent. ... icecciacccnacenn 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0- 100.0 100.0
‘Employed..... eeeceessscccssesesommssessnacacacean 20.6 35.9 30.7 40.9 17.5 33.4 28.4 57.3 19.6 47.0
Unemployed......... 4.9 2.9 8.3 5.8 3.3 2.1 13.3 9.2 3.4 1.5
Not {n labor force 74.5 61.2 61.1 53.3 79.2 64.6 8.2 3.5 76:9 51.5
Il or disabled..... 2.1 .9 2.6 1.2 1.3 .7 4.2 2.1 5.2 3.7
0241 SR I, 73.3 60.3 58.5 52.1 77.9 63.9 54.1 3.4 71.8 47.8
Aged 14-19, number (in thousands)............ 3,340 15,480 1,120 7,170 1,240 7,080 480 630 510 640
Percent .. iiciaacoe 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -100.0
17.6 25.3 25.5] 218 13.7 21.9 17.6 3n.2 9.5 24.2
5.4 4.0 5.5 3.1 4.3 2.7 10.1 7.7 3.8 1.4
77.0 7.7 69,0 67.2 82.0 5.4 72.3 55.1 86.8 4.4
.3 .2 B 2 ) ceaee .2 R 3 PO, .6 .9
76.7 70.5 68.7 67.0 2.0 73.2 7.8 55.1 86.2 73.5
1,020 7.370 140 2,110 700 4,680 110 300 80 270
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ¢) 100.0
27.5 50.1 52.5 57.4 17.1 4.1 48.6 85.8 ) 7.4
11.9 3.8 18.4 8.3 8.5 4.3 30.8 12.3 ) 4.8
60.7 44.1 29.1 34.2 4.4 51.6 20.6 21.9 (t) 17.8
1.8 .8 5.0 .9 . .4 4.7 2.0 [C3 TS D
58.9 43.6 2¢.1 3.3 74.0 51.2 15.9 19.9 (O] 17.8
Aged 25-34, number (in thousands)............ 3.520 20,700 190 1,830 2,880 26,800 160 880 200 680
Percent. . ..o iiiiiiiiaciaiianen 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed......... 2.7 2.7 48.4 82.2 23.9 38.5 55.1 80.7 42.6 76.4
Unemployed. .o coooomoicm e ccacccccanns 4.6 2.3 19.8 7.1 3.1 1.9 13.8 11.3 4.1 q
Not in labor force 61.7 5.9 31.3 10.8 73.0 59.6 29.1 7.9 53.3 2.8
Ill or disabled........... 1.8 .5 9.9 2.8 3 .2 5.7 2.8 9.6 4.2
L0177 IR 88.1 5.4 21.¢ 7.8 2.7 59.4 23.4 5.1 43.7 18.8
Aged 35-64, number (in thousands)............ 880 8,730 20 190 770 5,270 20 80 70 200
Percent. ... i eccccccacaccaccaaran 100.0 100.0 (U] 100.0 100.0 100.0 o ® ® 100.0
Employed.... ..o eeiiicieicccccnccecccareaen 18.6 Uu.8 66.8 17.1 2.3 ™ [3) @) 57.4
Unemployed.__... - 2.0 1.7 Q] 8.3 1.8 1.4 ?) (49} @ 2.6
Not {n labor force.. - 7.3 a.5 ® 26.8 81.4 €8.3 n ® ™ 40.0
I or disabled.... 3.5 1.2 ) 7.4 2.0 .8 () m m 4.1
Other. ... eceecctrec e naen 75.8 62.3 ) 19.4 7.4 85.5 [O] ® ®) 35.9
Aged 65and over, number (in thousands)....... 1,120 4,880 40 410 910 3,810 . 60 150 110 400
Pervent. ..o ocicccaccicacacana 100.0 100.0 ™ 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 ) (9] 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed 2.9 7.9 m 11.4 2.3 7.4 ®) o ual 2.8 8.0
Unempioyed..__..__. 3 Q)] 5 PPN .2 () b K2 PO SO
Not in labor foree.... ..o ocooooooao. 97.1 01.8 ® 87.9 97.7 2.5 ™ 86.7 97.4 92.0
1 or disabled... 8.8 5.9 () 9.5 6.6 8.2 ™ 8.0 12.3 9.7
Other....... 88.5 85.9 ® 78.4 9.1 81.3 ® 80.7 85.1 82.3

1 Family income in 1963 below 8SA index at economy level.

1 Not shown for base less than 100,000.
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Tamiz E.—Incidence of poverty among children under age 18, by race, sex, and current labor-force status of family head, and
relationship to family head ' - . . .

Labor-force status of head, March 1964
Age, relationship of chfldren 1o head, All families White families Nonwhite families
and sex of family head
. . Un- Not in Up- Not in ! Un- Not in
Employed | employed | tabor force | EMPloyed | o100t 4 | tabor force | EPIoyed | o uos 4 | 1abor force
‘ Number of children (in thousands)
Male Aead ( .
Al children anderage 1§............... 56,290 2,090 3,780 50,210 1,710 3,130 6,070 380 ¥ 650
Own children, total A T80 1,900 3.210 49,2001 °  1.,6% 2,760 - 8870 450
Underace6.............. 1v,9%60 810 1,200 17.640 650 930 2,320 160 230
O1her related children, totul 1,310 100 570 1,010 7 370 © 800 30 200
'eler age 6: ................. cececmaneees 710 40 190 - 480 30 140 250 10 N 50
»F!md_’l Aead |
Al children under age 18, 2,790 300 3.580 1,750 190 2,160 1,050 110 1.420
. Own children, total. . 2,410 280 3,040 1,610 180 1,890 800 100 1,150
inder ave 6 .. R 500 110 980 300 70 560 200 40 410
Otlier related children, tots! 300 20 540 140 10 270 250 10
Underageeo............. 170 <20 160 70 10 [ 100 10 110
!, Percent of children in poverty }
Malc head . :
Allchildren underage 18 ..___......... 14.7 4.5 38.7 -10.8 37.2 31.9 4.5 72.3 60.0
Own children, total. .. ... .....c.o....... 14.5 #.1 35.4 10.6 37.8 32.2 48.8 4.1 53.3
Underage6.. ... fesetecicacsesescanaans 16.7 50.0 3.3 12.1 42.7 32.8 51.4 .7 52.8
Other related children, total............... 3.8 (4] 43.9 17.2 ™ 2.6 38.7 8; 7.7
Underages.... .. ... .. 00.00000 - 21.8 ® .8 15.6 ) 8.2 32 o
Female head . )
All children under age la............... 48.0 . 76.8 80.3 - 31.8 66.8 72.1 78.6 92.9 9.5
Own children, wotal.. ... ... ......... 7.7 71.0 82.3 0.2 69.1 5.6 7.1 Q.3
Underoace6............. cevmees 64.8 86.7 90.2 61.7 ® - 88.) .7 @) 98.7
Other relaicd children, total cenenes 0.0 g) 8.8 12.5 ¢ - 47.6 70.8 ® 89.1
Underage6. ... ...ooceiiivminnnnnn . 4.5 ) 7.0 ® ™ ™ ® @) - 88.7
I Family tncome in 1563 below BSA index st economy level, ? Not shown for base less than 100,000.
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Tasre F.—Current labor-force status of family heads in poor and nonpoor families in 1963, by sex and age

e

Families with male head

Families with female head

All families - '
Poor families Nonpoor families Poor families I Nonpoor families
Age and labor-force status of head, March 1964 :
\\'ﬁ;&own \V}ihl‘:jown \Vét‘l'(liown Withown
+ ¢ ren [ ren children children
- Poor | Nonpoor| Total under Total under Total under Total under
age 18 age 18 age 18 age 18
. All heads, number (in thousands)............ 7,180 40,260 5,220 2,970 37.330° 21,740 1,960 1,330 2,920 1,060
Percent. ...t aeeaaas 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed. ... oo iiiieiieaaaacaaaan . 51.9 83.1 60. 4 77.8 85.1 93.3 29.1 33.4 57.1 71.8
Unemployed...... 5.8 2.5 6.2 8.2 2.5 2.3 3.9 5.0 2.6 3.8
Not in labor force.. 42.5 14.4 33.4 14.0 12.3 4.4 67.0 61.6 40.3 24.4
Keeping house... 17.3 2.8 2 .1 [ U PO, 63.0 59.4 37.3 23.4
Going to school.. 1.0 .2 1.1 1.0 .3 .2 1.0 1.2 1 .2
111 or disabled.... 4.5 1.1 5.6 2.5 1.0 .3 1.4 |ooL.o.. 1.4 .3
(013 7 RPN 19.7 10.3 26.5 10.3 10.9 3.9 1.8 1.0 1.5 .5
Heads under age 25, number (in thousands).... 720 2,040 530 340 1,960 | 1,140 190 180 80° 40
Percent. .. ... iieiiiieaeaeceae s 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed...cooinanaaaans 59.7 84.7 73.4 78.2 85.6 90.5 21.8 22.3 (%) *)
Unemployed........ 8.1 3.7 5.9 3.5 3.6 3.6 6.8 , 71 ) )
Not in labor force. . . 34.2 11.6 20.7 18.3 10.8 5.9 71.6 70.6 *) 2
8.2 2.3 T.g 6.2 2.3 1.1 8.4 7.0 (%) )
X 3 PO, . 1 I SOOI PRI e P T 2 *)
25.8 9.3 12.3 11.2 8.5 4.8 63.2 63.6 ) )
3,880 26,690 2,650 2,300 25,180 19,340 1,230 1,110 1,520 950
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
66.1 92.8 79.5 0.9 3.7 93.9 37.0 35.3 77.9 4.6
7.9 2.5 9.3 2.2 2.4 2.2 4.9 4.9 3.2 3.7
26.0 4.7 1.2 9.9 3.8 3.9 58.1 | 59.8 18.9 21.7
1.6 .3 2.4 1.8 .3 P 2 DR B .2 .
24.4 4.4 8.8 8.1 3.5 3.6 58.1 59.8 18.7 21.4
980 6,370 790 250 3,770 1,130 190 40 590 60
'100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed. . ...cooccacccaceiremnneenaceanannna-n 51.5 84.2 57.0 65.7 87.0 91.7 28.4 ) 57.4 (®)
Unemployed .- 4.1 3.2 4.6 6.9 3.2 2.9 2.1 *) 2.7 (?)
Not in labor force 4.4 12.6 38.4 27.4 9.8 5.4 69.5 (?) 39.9 %)
1l or disabled......... 7.9 1.9 9.8 9.4 2.0 | O SO, (?) 1.3 ()
(013,77 S 36.5 10.7 28.6 18.0 7.8 4.3 69.5 ) 38.6 ®
Heads aged 65 and over, number (in thou-
880dS) .o ceviicrennamm e eeaaaee 1,600 3,160 1,250 90 4,420 130 350 ¥ 740 10
Percent. .. .o iicaeicmccccccenaaaas 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed. .. e ceeecicireeacenaam——————- 14.2 30.8 16.6 (*) 33.7 46.0 5.7 @ 13.9 ()
Unemployed. ..coueucaennea- .7 1.8 1.0 ) 1.7 2.4 [coneaanas (*) .8 ()
Not in labor force 85.1 87.6 82.4 Q] 64.6 51.6 94.3 (?) 85.3 )
Til or disabled... 11.2 4.4 12.1 () 44 | 7.7 (?) 4.1 (2)
013 17:7 PRSP 73.9 83.2 70.3 ) 60.2 51.8 §6.6 ?) 81.2 *

1 Family income in 1963 below SSA index at economy level.

2 Not shown for base less than 100,000.
3 Less than 5,000.
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TasLe G.—Incidence of poverty 1 among white and nonwhite households, by sex of head and by region

[thbers in thousands]

) t ni’tggt%lintes | Northeast South North Central . -_\\'ést
- Sex and race of head = : : - ;
: Percent ‘| Percent Percent | ; “1Percent | m: - | Percent
Total poor Total poor Total poor Total poor Total poor
' Families of 2 or more
42,550 12.3 10,700 7.5 12,720 21.0 12,150 9.1 6,980 9.0
38,870 10.2 10,020 8.6 10,900 18.0 11,450 8.7 6,490 8.5
3,600 34.1 680 19.9 1,820 51.0 700 - 17.0 490 14.5
4,830 40.1 1,210 30.4 1,670 51.9 1,200 35.7 800 36.4
3,800 31.2 1,000. 20.4 1,100 36.3 1,020 28.6 680 | 33.7
1,090 70.8 210 49.4 570 81.2 190 71.8 120 81.2
Unrelated individuals
4,280 3.7 1,130 28.0 1,030 4.6 1,090 38.1 1,030 © 2.8
3, & 31.3 1,000 26.3 730 38.5 970 34.8 900 27.4
680 46.2 130 40.6 300 58.4 120 47.1 130 21.6
8,910 50.3 ' 1,990 50.2 1,800 57.3 1,890 51.0 39.0
6,130 48.1 1,790 50.5 1,440 5.7 1,750 49.6 1,150 . 38.9
Nonwhite......__.._..._. o eeeeaieemmmaacamanana . 780 87.8 210 46.4 360 84.6 140 68.9 70 ™
! Income in 1963 of family or unrelated individual below SSA index at * Not shown for base less than 100,000.
economy level. . .
A
Al

74




Recountmg the Poor—A Five-Year Review
by MOLLIE ORSHANSKY

Reprinted from the Social Security Bulletin, April 1966
u.s. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE °* Social Security Admimstrchon

75



Recounting the Poor—A Five-Year Review

In 1965 the Social Security Administration de-
veloped two criteria of poverty to assay the rela-
tive economic position of different types of house-
holds in the United States. The -derivation of
these criteria and the characteristics of the popu-

lation they defined as poor in terms of 1963 in- -

come have been reported in the SociaL SECGRITY
BuLLETIN.' The present article reviews the trend
from 1959 to 1964 in the numbers identified by
these criteria and offers some detail about the
-poverty roster for 1964. Becouse the lower of
these criteria is being used as the current working
definition of poverty, the somewhat less stringent
measure "has now been designated as the “near
poor”’ level. Persons rated poor or near poor by
these measure9 can be said to be in the “low-
income” category. The level of living represented
by ‘the low-income threshold s still substantially
below the “modest but adequate” level described
by the city worker's family budget developed and
priced by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Further
data and discussion of the characteristics of the
poor and the near poor will a ppear in subsequent
ssueg, of the BULLETIN.

BY 1964, an extended period of continued eco-
nomic expansion had brought the income of
American households to new highs. Families now
had a median money income of $125 a week com-
pared with $104 in 1959. Even after allowing for
rise in prices, the Nation’s families, though on the
average no larger, had about $8 to spend in 1964
for every $7 available to them 5 years before. In-
dividuals.living alone rather than as part of a
family unit did as a group even better. Their
median income in 1964 was about $38 a week,
about one-sixth higher than it was in 1959 after
_discounting for higher prices.

But the general satisfaction at this impressive

record was tempered bv re‘thzatlon tlnt there

‘*Office of Research and Statistxcs The: data were
compiled with the assistance of Marcella Swenson.

1 Mollie Orshansky, “Counting the PYoor: Another
Look at the Poverty Profile,” Social Sccurity Bulletin,
January 1965, and “Who's Who Among the Poor: A
Demographi¢ View of Poverty,” Social Security Bulletin,
July 1965.

. by MOLLIE ORSHANSKY*.

were still many among us living far below accept-
able standards. If one could -point with. pride,
there was yet’ much to view with alarm. '

Poverty that never was a random aftliction by

1964 had become even more selective, and 'some

originally highly vulnerable were now even more
so. The ranks of the poor were crowded with those
who through age, disability, or other handicaps
could not find or hold a job. But many households
were counted poor even when the worker at the
head had not been unemployed.

THE OVERTONES OF POVERTY

Of the 60 million households in March 1965—
counting as a separate unit every family group -
and every person living alone or with nonrela-
tives only—12 million or 1 out of every 5 had
ricomes in 1964 so low as to be considered poor by
the Social Security Administration’s basic pov-
erty index. An additional 416 millien units above
this poverty line nevertheless had incomes low
enough to'be bordering on dire poverty if not al-
ready in it. There were thus in the midstof .
plenty a minimum of 34 million Americans and
possibly as many as 50 million who lived with
privation as their daily portion. Included in this
group were from 21 percent to 31 percent of the
Nation’s children and from 31 percent-to 43 per-
cent of our aged.

These measures of poverty and low income are
bascd on the amounts needed by families of differ-
ent size and composition to purchase nutritionally

adequate diets at minimum cost when no more

than a third of the family income is used for food.

‘The lower of the two measures, now generally

adopted as the poverty -level, is based on the
restricted variety of - foods suggested in the
Department of Agriculture economy foad plan
for emergency use or when funds are very low.

The near-poor level averages about one-third

higher in dollar cost. The low-cost food plan from

* which it is:derived has long been used by public
.and private welfare agencies as a benchmark in-

developing standards of need.
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As a concept, the overall term “low income”
may be even less precise than the designation
“poor™ in connoting a particular level of living.
But perhaps no phrase can do this as well as the
numbers, which suggest the wide gap between
the group identified and those above the thres-
hold. The designation “minimum adequate” might
seem more descriptive but is avoided because of
the potential confusion with the BLS “modest but
adequate” city worker’s family budget, which is
50 percent higher than the SSA low-income level.

For many of the poor it was the inability of
the family breadwinner to find or keep a job that
caused their plight. But 21 million households,
including 6 million children, were on-the poverty
roll even though the family head worked steadily
at a full-time job throughout the year.

" To be sure, there has been and continues to be
improvement: Five years earlier, with a total
population less by some 13 million, the number
judged poor by the same poverty index (allow-
ing only for differences in price) was almost 5
million greater. On the other hand, the number
with incomes above the poverty index yet below
the low-income level—still a far from generous
measure—remained almost unchanged. And no
upward adjustment was made in either of the
measures to take account of the higher standard
of living that a rising real income makes possible
for the majority. The Nation’s poor then are now
fewer in number but the difference between what
they have and what the rest of us enjoy is greater.
Today's poor, as we count them, are accordingly
farther away from the mainstream of American
good living than those in the poverty inventory
5 years ago.

Even by the stringent definition of poverty,
the record of progress is not equally encouraging
for all. The nonwhite population, though, along
with the majority now in better straits, are barely
holding their own—they are surely not catching
up: Today no less than in 1959 they experience
poverty at a rate more than 3 times that of their
white fellow Americans. Indeed for nonwhite
youngsters in large families the prospects of a
childhood free of poverty are dimmer than they
used to be.

The financial fate of the aged who live alone is
better than once it was, but it still spells poverty
for the majority. Compared with 1959, when aged
unrelated individuals accounted for every fifth

household on the poverty roster, 1 out of 4 house-
holds judged poor in 1964 was that of an aged
person—usually a woman—living alone. This
shift did not signify that as a group such persons
now had less income than formerly but rather that
more of them were seizing the opportunity to live
alone.

Although the chances that a household headed
by a woman will be poor are now less than they
used to be, the improvement has not been so
marked as for units headed by a man. Moreover,
the proportion of families with children but with-
out a father in the home has been growing. Thus
the persons in poor households with a woman at
the head numbered 51% million in 1964, about the
same total as in 1959 ; but though such households
accounted for 40 percent of those labeled poor in
1959, the proportion had risen to 46 percent by
1964. :

The farm population continues as another per-
sistent pocket of poverty, and the number of chil-
dren and other members of large families living
in poverty was even greater in 1964 than it had
been earlier. :

In aggregate dollar terms, the amount required |
to close the poverty gap—that is, the estimated

- difference between the actual income of the. poor

and the income required—was $11.7 billion in
1964 or about $2 billion less in 1964 than in 1959.
But the improvement reflected chiefly the fact
that there were now fewer poor than before, not
that those in poverty were any less needy than
the poor of earlier years.

_One exception was the aged, for whom the dol-
lar gap of those in poverty did tend to be smaller
than in 1959. Persons aged 65 or older as a group
derive a sizable sharc of their income from public
programs rather than earnings. The expanding
program of social security with higher benefits
has helped some move out of poverty and others
not quite so fortunate are nevertheless rendered
less poor. .

~ For many of the younger population depending
for their livelihood primarily on their own em-
ployment or that of other family members, the
difficulties of the large or broken family, the
problems of unemployment or employment at low
pay, the inhibiting effect on earning power . of
inadequate education, and the special disadvan-
tage of the Negro continued to consign them to
poverty status. For some situations corrective
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programs were only getting under way; for

others, none had yet been devised.

- TRENDS IN POVERTY, 1959-64

As the official war on poverty gains momentum,
‘measuring the effectiveness of the various weap-

ons becomes important. One phase involves set-’
ting the target for action by determining -the

extent of poverty today among the various popu-
lation groups. ‘Another aspect will be estimating
- how much improvement special programs add to
" “what might take place anyway. For this purpose
it i necessary to see what has happened in the
“past. The relevant income data for such analysis
- are available in sufficient detail only as far back
_as 1959, o o

oL .

- Choosing the Criterion

Drawing the poverty line is not yet a task in
which it is possible to achieve consensus, particu-

larly when the line is above the level of mere sub-

sistence, as it is in the United States. The diffi-
culties ‘are increased when the definition is to be
. used to measure progress over a span of time.

Statistical nicety will be better served if the cri--

terion selected remains invariant. The realities
~of everyday living suggest it cannot be—at least
not for very long. Though the change in. con-
sumption patterns from any one year to the next
. Might be minuscule, over the long run the upgrad-
ing that goes with the developing United States
- economy will be too great to be ignored. Research
in consumer economics is not yet at a stage pre-

' cise enough to specify just how long the long

.Tun is.

For the present analysis of trends in poverty

during the period 1959-64, the poverty thresholds

were adjusted only to take account of price change

~ in the:per capita cost of the food plans that are
 their core. The measure of poverty used is defined
-by the SSA variable income criterion, taking into

account family size, composition, and farm-non-
- farm residence, and ‘the proportions of income

. required to purchase- a minimum adequate diet.
Indexes have been computed at two standards, one -

for poverty and one for low-income status requir-
ing approximately a third more in funds. The

poverty level index has been ‘adopted by the
Council of Economic Advisers and the Officé of
Economic Opportunity as 3 rough guide pending
further research. Under this scale, four-person
nonfarm families in 1964 as'a group are defined
as poor if their money income for the year is less
than $3,130 and in low-income status if they have

~ less than $4,075. For farm families the poverty

line is 70 percent lower. A S

" The poverty index priced at the level for 1964
implied an average expenditure for food of 70
cents a day per person—2.2 percent higher than

in 1959. The low-cost index in 1964 implied about

90 cents a’ day for food ‘outlay.pe‘r person_or

'5.3 percent’ higher than the earlier figure. ..
. The weighted averages of the poverty and low-

income thresholds in 1960 and in 1964 for differ-

_er‘it_types of families are shown in table 1.

‘Between 1959 and 1964 both the incoxiie.re~

. ceived by consumers and the prices of goods they

bnght continued to climb, but the income went
up faster. Inevitably then the poverty thresholds,
adjusted only to the extent of price change, were
farther below the general levels of income at the
end of the period than at the beginning. The
median ‘income of four-person families in 1964,

~was $7;490, nearly 214-times the poverty nonfarm

threshold of $3,130. In 1959, by contrast, the
median income of $6,070 for four-person families
was just twice the poverty index criterion.
Accordingly, the poverty line for a nonfarm
family of four, which in 1959 was half the median
income for all families this size, by 1964 was 58

. percent less than what- the. average- family .had

in'the way of income. Many of the poor, of course,
had incomes -considerably below -the " poverty
threshold. Because prices and standards of living

~ tend to move with prevailing income, families in

poverty in 1964°could thus find themselves more
readily outbid and outspent than' families labeled
poor in 1959. To this extent comparing the poor
in 1964 with those in 1959 may overstate the re-
duction in their number and understate the de-
gree of -deprivation. S T

Measures of Change:

_Really,' to know ho‘x; ‘well we do in cd'mbiiting
poverty would -imply knowing about'changes in

" the content of living and the-increased opportuni-

ties for escaping ‘poverty made possible for par-
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ticular kinds of families. The only indicator cur-
rently available as a gauge, however, is the size
of the poverty roster.

There are other difficulties in evaluating prog-
ress in the fight against poverty simply by look-
ing at numbers. As economic and social condi-
tions chiange, family hvmg arrangements change
also. With a little more income, or better pros-
pects for earnings, some who once shared the
home of another may be encouraged to take up
housekeeping on their own—electing privacy even
at the risk of poverty. Persons may be counted
poor as members of units thus formed who pre-
viously were considered members of the nonpoor
families whose households (and income) they
shared. Are they indeed poorer now that they
are on their own than they were then, or do we
need a better way to identify those with financial
resources too little for adequate self-support?

The fact that fewer family groups, particularly
those with young children, now live as a sub-
‘family in a relative’s home typifies the changes
that are difficult to adjust for in counting the

poor. One out of two parent-child groups living
as a subfamily in 1964 had insufficient income to
meet the poverty standard on their own. The
majority of these were among our hidden poor—
that is, they were living with a family above the
poverty line. In 1959, 3 out of 5 parent-child
subfamilies. had too little income to meet the
“poverty level criterion. But what may be equally
significant is that the total number of subfam-
ilies decreased during the period as the number
of families increased.

In 1959, among every 1,000 families with any
young children in the home there were included
40 parent-child groups living as relatives of the
head or his immediate family. By 1964, such
parent-child families numbered 33 per 1,000 of
all families with children. Fewer young families
were thus obliged to compensate for their own
inadequate income by sharing with a relative,
but, as with the aged, it is not possible to say
for how many the new status added a poor family
to the roster in place of a subfamily whose pov-
erty was not registered before.

"TaBLE 1.—Weighted average of poverty and low-income criteria ! for families of different composition, by household size, sex of

head, and farm or nonfarm residence, March 1960 and 1965

.

Welghted average of incomes at poverty level Weighted average of Incomes at low-income level
Number of family members Nonfsrm Farm Nonfarm Farm
Male Femalo Male ‘ ‘Female Male Female Male Female
Total | head | head | TO%®! | head | head | TO@! | head | head | T8 | head | head
Population, March 1960
1 member, total........_.__..| $1,510 $1,575 $1.470 | 81,085 $1,100 $1,02) $1,778 $1,855 $1,725 $1,255 $1,3%0 $1,200
Head underage 65_ .. ._.... 1,545 1,615 1,405 ,108 1,130 1,045 1,820 1,908 1,780 1,350 1,335 1,230
Head aged 65 or over....... 1,435 1,450 1,430 1,005 1,015 1,005 1,685 1,715, 1,875 1,180 1,200 1,170
2 members, total .. _._...._... 1,950 1,960 1,895 1,360 1,385 1,318 2,550 2,585 2,440 1,785 1,780 1,695
Head underage 85......... 2,010 2.020 1,940 1,410 1,415 1,355 2,620 2,645 2,490 1,845 1,855 1,740
Head aged 63 or over....... 1,810 1,810 1,808 1,270 1,270 1,275 2,373 2,388 2,340 1,685 1,870 1,850
2,390 2,400 2,300 1.670 1,678 1,505 3,085 3,085 2,065 2,135 2,140 2,080
3.060 3,060 3,040 2,150 2,150 2,140 3,870 3.878 3,790 2,723 2,725 2,685
3,608 3,608 3,580 2,539 530 2,545 4,529 4,525 4,445 3,178 3,175 3,165
4,085 4,058 4,055 2,840 2,840 2,850 5,085 5,000 3,020 3,585 3,585 3,518
4,985 4,995 4,900 3,485 3,490 3,435 6,190 6,193 6,070 4,325 4,330 4,260
Population, March 1965

1 member, total $1,540 $1,605 81,500 $1,085 $1,110 $1,045 81,885 $1,950 $1,810 $1,315 $1,350 $1,268
Head under age 65._. 1,880 1,850 1,525 1,125 1,155 1,070 1,620 2,005 1,850 | . 1,385 1,408 1,295
Head aged 65 or over. 1,470 1,480 1,465 1,030 1,035 1,025 1,778 1,805 1,760 1,250 1,265 1,238
2 members, total.. .. _.on....o 1,990 2,000 1,938 1,385 1,390 1,320 2,675 2,700 2,530 1,865 1,880 1,753
Head underage 85......... 2.050 2,085 1,978 1,440 1,445 1,380 2,760 2,785 2,615 1,940 1,950 1,818
Head aged 65 or over....... 1,850 1,8% 1,848 1,208 1,300 1,200 , 2,510 2,460 1,755 1,760 1,720
Smembers. ..o eiiecnnamcnna 2,440 2,488 2,35 1,705 1,710 1,645 3,210 3,225 3,125 2,245 2,25 2,170
4 members. . 3,130 3,130 3,110 2,195 2,198 2,175 4,075 4,080 3,980 2,885 2,863 2,815
3 members. . 3.685 3,685 3,650 2,50 2,580 2,595 4,758 4,760 4,680 3,345 3,345 3,318
6 members...._._. 4,140 4,140 4,120 2,905 2,908 2,99 . 5,340 5,350 5,245 3,758 3,755 3,800
7 or more members. 5,000 5,100 5.0(!) 3,550 3,558 3,420 8,500 6,518 8,375 4,530 | 4,585 4,360

! Required income in 1959 or in 1964 according to SSA goveny or low-

income index for a family of given size and composition.
weighted together in accordance with percentage dlstrlbuuon of wm unns,

by, number of related children and sex of head, as of Current Population
Survey, March 1960 and March 1965,
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TABLE, 2.—Trends in poverty and low-income status,
. poor or near poor : :

The poverty and low~hi'come roster

The incidence of poverty and low-income status

Type of unit and 'lhcome level

1959 1960 1961 | 1962 1963 1964 1959 1980 1961 1962 1963 1964
Persons poor or near poor ! (in millions) Percent of persons poor or near poor *
5.7 54.8 52.9 52.8 5L.0 49.8 31.0 30.5 9.3 22.6 27.3 26
38.9 40.1 38.1 317.0 35.3 4.1 22.1 22.3 21.1 29.1 18.9 18,
15.8 14.7 14.8 15.8 15.7 15.7 9.0 8.2 8.2 8.5 8.4 8.
5.6 8.6¢( 5.6 5.8 5.8 5.8 52.5 50.5 49.7 50.3 ¢ 49.8 { 47
5.1 5.1. 5.0 4.9 4.9 5.1 47.4 46.5 4.7 4.21 43.9:° 42
.5 4 .6 7 .7 08 4.0 5.0 8.1 5.9 -5
Under age 65. . .29 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.8 41.4 39.2 38.0 38.6 37.8 33
P 2.6 2.8 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.3 36.8 36.1 33.9 34.5 34.2 31
.3 .2 .3 .3 © .2 - .3 4.6 3.1 4.1 4.1 3.4 4
2.7 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.9 3.2 74.2 73.0 71.0 69.4 69.6 87.
2.5 2.4 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.8 68.1 87.1 1 " 6&4.4 60.0 59.7 59.
.2 .2 .3 -4 .4 .4 6.1 5.9 6.6 9.4 9.9 8
49.1 49.3 47.4 47.3 1" 45.5 44.0 29.7 20.3 27.8 27.2 25.8 24.
33.9 35.0 33.1 32.2 3.4 28.9 20.4 20.8| '19.4 18.5 17.3 18.
15.2 14.3 14.3 15.1 15.1 15.1 9.2 8.5 8.4 8.7 8.5 8.
9.3 9.3 8.8 8.4 8.8 8.0 22.3 21.9 2.4 19.5 19.6 17.
6.5 8.5 6.0 5.4 5.5 4.9 15.5 15.3 13.8 12.6 12.5 11.
2.8 2.8 2.8 3.0- 3.1 3.1 6.8 6.6 6.8 6.9 7.1 8.
©39.8 40.1 38.7 38.8 36.8 | 38.2 32.1 31.7 30.3 29.8 27.9 27
27.4 28.8 27.2 28.7 24.9 24.0 2.1 22.8| 2.3 20.5 18.9 18
12.4 11.5 11.5 12.1 11.9 12.2 10.0 9.1. 9.0 9.3 9.0 9.
18.1 18.5 18.2 18.0 14.7 14.5 26.9 28.8 26.3 28.5 23.5 23.
10.7 11.4 1.2 10,8 9.6 9.2 17.9 18.5 18.2 17.2, 15.4 14,
5.4 5.1 5.0 5.2 5.1 S.30 - 9.0 8.3 8.1 831 8.1 8
23.7 23.6 22.5 22.8 22,1 2.7 37.1 36.2 34¢.1 33.8 32.1 31.
16.7 17.2 16.0 15.9 15.3 14.8 26.1 26.4 24.3 23.8 22.2 21,
7.0 6.4 8.5 6.9 6.8 8.9 11.0 9.8 9.8 10.2 9.9 9.
Households poor or near poor ! (in millions) Percent of households poor or near poor *
Total withlow incomes_..._.___._____. .. . .. 17.7 17.3 17.1 17.0 18.7 16.4 31.7 30.7 0 29.7 29.3 28.5 27.4
Poor .. 13.4 13.4 13.0 12.8 12.3 . 11.9 24.0 2.7 2.6 21.8 21.0 19.8
Nearpoor__..__ ...  [ll7TTTTTmmmmm 4.3 3.9 4.1 4.47 . 4.4 4.3 7.7 7.0 7.1 7.5 7.5 7.6
Famillesof 2ormore.._..._..._________ ... ... ___ 12.0 1.8 11.5 11.5 11.1 10.6 26.7 26.0 24.9 24.4 23.5 22.2
- ' Poor. 8.3 8.3 8.0 7.8 7.4 6.8 18.4 18.3 17.3 | © 16.5 15.5 14.2
ear 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.8 3.3 7.7 7.6 7.9 8.0 8.0
4.3 4.3 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.7 23.6 23.2 21.5 20.7 22.7 19.1
3.0 - 3.0 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.3 16.4 16.3 14.5 13.4 13.2 11.7
1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4 7.3 6.9 7.0 7.3 7.5 7.4
With children under age 18 7.7 7.5(. 1.5 7.5 7.2 8.9 - 28.8 27.7 28.0 26.9 25.3 24.5
Poor. . ... __ 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.2 4.9 4.5 19.7 19.5 19.2 18.8 17.1 16.0
Near poor_._. 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.4 9.1 8.2 8.8 8.3 8.2 8.5
1-2 children__ 3.7 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.1, 3.0 21.1 20.3 20.3 18.9 18.0 17.7
Poor._____. 2.5 2.3 2.4 23} 2,1 1.8 14.3 13.6 14.2 13.2 12,0 10.8
Near 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.2 6.9 8.7 8.1 5.7 6.0! . 6.9
3—4 children.. 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.5 2.3 35.3 33.0 31.7 31.3 29.8 25.0
Poor_._.._. ., 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.5 23.3 22.9 21.9 20.2 19.5 18.8
ear r .9 .8 .8 .9 .9 .8 12,0 10.1 0.8 11.1 10.3 9.2
5 or more children__ 1.5]. 1.5, L5 1.7 1.5 1.6 67.9 68.2 63.0 85.3 58.8, ' 58.6
........... 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.1 51.2 54.2 47.1 48.7 43.5 41.0
Near poor .4 .3 .4 .4 4 .4 18.7 14.0 i5.9 16.6 }5:3 15.8

"lIneolile, for the sbeciﬂed year, of family unit or unrelated individual

Lelow the SSA index at the poverty level by family size and sex of head or,

;\éﬁ:m&tlv)ely; at the somewhat higher low-income’ level (see pages 20-21 of
ue).

SSA index has been adjusted for price changes during the
period - -

2 The. percent that
umber
Populatlon. All persons in institutions and children under age 14 who
ive with a family to no member of which they are telated are not represcated

POOT or near poor persons (or families) are of total

The Poverty Tally:

For the 1959-64 period as a whole, the inci-
dence of poverty measured by the poverty index
declined from 22 percent to 18 percent of the
population, the equivalent of six-tenths of a
percentage point a year. From 1959 to 1962, a
period which included a recession, the poverty

of persons (or families) in each category in the noninstitutionai.

in the low-income roster because income data are not.collected for inmates
of institutions of unrelated individuals under age 14. As of March.1965,
there were about 200,000 such children and 2.1 million persons of ail ages
in institutions. i

% Includes uarelated individuais shown separately above.

Source: Derived from special tabulations from the Current Population
Suorey for March 1960~65, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social ecarity

Administration.

tally declined by an average of 633,000 persons
a year. During the subsequent 2 years of ex-
pansion the average decrease was 1,450,000 a year.*
The temporary reverse in 1960 reflects in part

- that this was the trough of the depression, but it

2 Annual Report of the Council ofEconomic Advisors, -

January 1966, page 112.
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TaBLE 3.—Poverty ! {n 1950 and 1964 among households with children: Number and percent of noninstitutional population
who are poor, by sex of head, farm-nonfarm residence, and race , . '

The poor in 1959 The poor in 1964
Type of unit T(i:tal Sex of head Residence Race ’I‘;)tal Sex of head Residence Race :
n n :
pov- Fe- | Non- Non- | POV~ Fe- | Non- Non-
erty | Male [ pave | farm Farm | White| o piea | €00V Male | 1406 | farm Form | White| Ghite
Numter of persons in poverty (in millions)

Ot - o oo oeemcecmneecmccnanmemannaaceannaan. 38.0| 28.5| 10.4| 32.1 6.8| 28.2| 10.7{ 34.1| 23.3| 108} 29.9 4.2 23.8 10.4
Unrelated individusls..... 5.1 1.8 3.5 4.7 4 4.1 .9 5.1 1.4 3.7 4.9 .2 4.2 .9
Persons in families_....... 33.91 27.0 6.9 | 27.4 6.4 24.1 9.8! 28.9] 21.8 7.1 24.9 4.0 19.6 9.8

Adolts. e ccecieanan 17.2 14.3 2.9 14.0 3.1 13.0 4.2 14.1 11.4 2.7 12.1 2.0 10.5 3.8
Children under age 18 16.7 | 12.7 4.0 13.4 3.3} 11.1 5.6 14.8| 10.4 4.4] 12.8 2.0 9.1 5.7
Percent of persons in poverty

l 1) S PIPRESP P PSR 22.1 18.3( s0.3! 200 42.9] 18.0| 34.6| 18.0 4.0 45.5| 18.9} 33.1| 14.2 47.9
Unrelated individuals | 47.4| 37.01 54.1 48.2 | 71.9| 45.4 59.3 42.0! 31.1 49.1 42.3 ] 41.4] 40.2 53.0
Persons in families T 294 17.8| 48.8( 18.2 41.9 16.3 54.3 16.3 13.5 | 43.8 15.1 32.8 12.8 47.4

Adults .| 16.9 1.3, 34.1 15.1 35.2 14.0 ' 45.1 13.1 11.5 | 3).2 12,1 27.51 10.8 368.4
Children underage 18. . .ooocacmcecenmnmaenanen 26.1! 21.7| 69.9) 23.3 514 2.1 ‘ 64.1 ‘ 21.3 16.7 | 61.8 19.8 | 40.8 15.3 59.4
Number of family units in poverty (in millions)

MOt - oo oeeacmemccenscsmaeenaaamacanans 13.4 7.9 5.4 11.8 1.8 10.3 3.0 \ 11.9 6.4 5.5 10.9 1.0 9.1 2.8
Unrelated individuals... © 8.1 1.8 3.5 4.7 4 4.1 .9 5.1 1.4 3.8 4.9 .2 4.2 .9
Familes. . .coococccemmmennans 8.3 8.3 1.9 8.9 1.4 8.2 2.1 8.8 5.0 1.8 5.9 .9 4.9 1.9

With no children under aze 18._. 3.0 2.5 .4 2.5 4 2.4 .5 2.3 1.9 .4 2.0 3 1.9 .3
With children under age 18.. 5.3 3.8 1.5 4.4 1.0 3.7 1.8 4.5 3.1 1.4 3.9 .8 3.0 1.5

1-2 children. . __....... 2.5 1.8 .9 2.1 .4 1.8 .8 1.8 1.2 .8 1.6 .2 1.3 .5

3-4 Children..___.. 1.8 1.3 5 1.8 .3 1.2 .5 1.5 1.0 .5 1.3 .2 1.1 .5

5 or more children......... 1.1 .9 2 .8 .2 7 ‘ .4 1.1 .9 .3 1.0 .2 .6 .5

Percent of family units in poverty

Lo 12\ DU RIPRRST P ) 240 17.7| 49.6| 22.51 40.8| 20.7 221 10.8] 13.6] 43.8} 19.3} 20.2| 171 43.1
Unrelated individusls.. | 47.4 37.0 54.1 46.2 71.9 45.4 | 59.3| 42.0 31.2| 48.61 42.3] 41.4 40.2, 53.0
FamilieS. . comeooccccmmcaccceccnneames . 18.4 15.7 43.0 16.7 37.3 15.1 49.6 14.2 11.7 36.6 13.2 27.8 11,571 39.1

With no children underage 18 ___......- .| 16.4 15.8 21.1 15.2 ] 28.5] 14.6| 37.8| 11.7 10.9 | 18.0 11.0 19.4 10.8 |, 22.5
“With children underage 18. ... ..ccccceenn- . 197 15.6 1 §9.7 17.71 42.4 15.5 1 55.3 16.0 12.2 | 498.9 14.8 1 34.4 12.0 | " 471.7

1-2 children___._..cccom-en 14.3| 10.2] 50.31 12.8| 33.6| 11.7 4.5 10.8 7.81 36.1 9.9 25.8 8.6 32.1

3-4children___._._...... 23.3| 18.8] 77.2| 21.3| 43.2} 18.2 67.2| 18.8| 13.8| 68.8( 17.4} 38.8) 14.4 5.4

Sormore children . o.ocmamercomcamnaneencan- 51.2 | 47.01 88.1| 47.3 | 70.9| 43.4 71.3| 41.0] 35.2| 83.8| 39.2| 52.4| 29.4 78.1

1 Income in 1959 or 1964 of unrelated indiviiuals or family below the SSA poverty index.

must be remembered that the statistics are de-
rived from small population samples. Changes
from one year to the next thus can reflect some
sampling variability in the basic data as well as
a real difference in the economic pulse..

With the single exception of the year 1960,
the ranks of the poor decreased steadily between
1959 and 1964, as indicated below:

Persons in households with low income—
. Total number
Year of persons ! Poor Near poor
(in millions) :
Number Number
(in mittionsy | P€re0t | (in millions) | Fercent

178.5 38:9 22.1 15.8 9.0
178.5 40.1 22.3 14.7 8.2
181.4 33.1 © 211 14.8 8.2
184.4 37.0 23.1 15.8 8.5
187.2 35.3 18.9 15.7 8.4
189.2 34.1 18.0 15.7 8.3

1 Noninstitutional population as of March of {ollowing year.

What is perhaps more striking than the steady
reduction in the number of the very poor is the
failure to reduce the number just above the
minimum poverty line: There are today, just as
there were in 1959, about 1534 million persons
in households with income that is above the
poverty level but still below what might be con-
sidered a reasonable minimum. It will be noticed
that from 1959 to 1960, as the count of the poor
rose, the number just above the poverty line did
drop, only to climb again the following year as
the poverty rolls started down. This reciprocal
trend suggests that there may be a sizable group
in the population living always on the margin—
wavering between dire poverty and a level only
slightly higher but never really free from the
threat of privation (tables 2 and 3).

Indeed, among some types of households,
notably aged persons living alone, the proportion
‘within what might be at best a zone of borderline
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TaBLE 4.—Poverty and low-income status among households in 1959 and 1964:

lation who Are poor and near poor

Number and percent of noninstitutional popu-

S The poor The poor and near poor
iy Type of unit h:ul;e%%%s . White Nonwhite h:xgem;s White Nonwhite .
1959 | 1084 | 1050 | 1964 | 1050 | 1964 | 1050 | 1964 | 1050 | 1964 | 1059 | 1084
Number of households (in millions)
TOAL. e e ] 184 119 | 03[ 91| 30 28] 17.7| 164 141] 13.0] 3 3.4
Unrelated Individuals__..._____.__._... ... ____ . 5.1 5.1 4.1 4.2 .9 - .9 . 5.6 5.8 4.6 4.8 1.0 1.0
Underage65._.__.___. 2.6 2.3 1.9 1.8 .7 .5 2.9 2.6 “2.21° 2.0 .8 .6
Age 65 or over.. 25 28| 23] 24 2 40 27| 32 23| 28 2 4
8.3 6.8 6.2 4.9 2.1 1.9 12.1 10.6. 9.5 8.2 2.6 2.4
3.0 2.3 2.4 1.9 Y- 1 .3 4.3 3.7 - 3.6 3.2 .8 .5
5.3 4.5 3.7 3.0 1.6. LS .18 6.9 591 .50, 20 . 1.9
Percent of total
- T— - N T
2¢4.0 19.8 ! 20.7 17.1 ' 52.2 ! 43:1 |’ 31‘.7 27.4 28.2 , 2¢4.3 II 61.3 53.2
17.4 42.0 | 45.4 40.2 59.3 53.0 i 52.5 |- 47.8 50.5 | 46.0 63.8 8.7
© 38.8 31.2 32.9 28.5 5¢.8 44.0 , 41.4 35.5 37.31 - 32.2 58.0 1 51.8
68.1 59.3 67.2 57.2 78.5 79.3 ?(.2 ,67.4 73.6 ! §5.8 I 30.8 3.0
18.4 14.2 15.1 1..8 49.6 | . 39.1 | 26.7V 2.2 23.2 19.1.] . 80.4 80.7
16.4 11.7 14.6 10.8 37.8 22.5 23.8 19.1 21.7 18.0 - 46,4 32.2
19.7 16.0 15.5 12.0 55.3  471.7|. 28.8 24.5 24.3 19.9 .87.3 60.4

poverty has been steadily growing. For nonwhite

~households as a group, too, the incidence of -

borderline poverty over the period increased

somewhat, but not steadily year by year (table

4). If this trend should continue it could signify
~a first step in lifting out of poverty the major dis-

advantaged groups, but it -could indicate that
- more powerful remedies are needed.

The numbers tell us that the' dimension of
poverty measured solely by size of the group af-
fected is smaller than it used to be by 5 million
persons or 115 million households. They do not
tell us how many in the current count of the poor
have been there throughout most. of their lives
and how many have only recently joined the
ranks of the poor. ‘

The Poverty-Prone ‘

One’ measure of the improvement in econormic
well-being of the  Nation’s households is the
change in differential risk of poverty among
various groups. If we are to, approach equality

of opportunity, then the. degree to which the |

chances of being poor are.evened ‘out among
various kinds of households is as important as
the reduction in the total number of the poor.
To ‘accomplish this end the groups most vulner-

able to poverty would need to show greater im-
provement in order to come closer to the rest. In
these terms much remains undone. The unfavor-
able economic status of nonwhite families com-
pared with white remains, with the gap for large
families growing even wider. Similarly the poor
sitnation of families headed by a woman, com-
pared to that for families headed by a man, has
- if anything worsened.

Among unrelated individuals, another poverty-
prone group, the poverty rate declined by about
10 percent between 1959 and 1964, whereas for
families of two or more the poverty rate of 14
percent in 1964 was nearly one-fourth lower than
that in 1959. :

Among families with no children the improve-

. ment was greater for nonwhite than for white,
but for families with children the reverse was
true. Indeed the plight of nonwhite families with

* 5 or more children had actually deteriorated over
the period. In: 1964, 76 percent of all nonwhite:
families with as many as five children were poor;
compared with 71 percent in 1959. This heavy
/incidence of poverty epitomizes the two major

“hazards.to the economic well-being of nonwhite
children—the broken family and the low éarning

power of the father when he is ‘present. Of the

‘half-million nonwhite families with 5 or more
.children in poverty in 1964, about.1 in 3 had a
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woman at the head, and another third iere
headed by a man who had a full-time job
throughout the year. Fully half the nonwhite
male heads of these large families in poverty
worked the year around.

The child growing up in a family with several
brothers and sisters continues to run a heavy
rigk of poverty, particularly if he is in a, family
already highly vulnerable on -other counts—as
in the case of the family on a farm, the one.
headed by a woman, or the nonwhite family no
matter where it lives or who is its head. Even
in 1964, more than 4 out of 10 families with a
nonwhite or female head had less than the in-
come it takes to meet the test of the SSA poverty
index, and 3 out of 10 farm families were in the
same situation. Indeed, with 68 percent of all
families of three or four children headed by a
woman who were classed as poor and 83 per-
cent’ of those with five or more children, it be-
comes almost tautological to apply the test for
Jow income, which requires a third more income.

All told, there were about 30 percent more
tamilies with at least five children under age 18

in the home in 1964 than in 1959, and the family
with five or more youngsters in the home was
now four times as likely to be poor as the family
with one or two.

Among nonwhite families in 1964, one-fourth
of all those with even one child in the home were
poor and three-fourths of those with as many as
five. A fourth of all nonwhite families with
five or more children were now headed by a
woman, compared with a fifth in 1959. Among
white families this large, the proportion headed
by a woman increased also from 6.5 to 8.0 percent.

Overall, the situation of the small family im-
proved more than that of the large family, so
that families with at least five children accounted
for 46 percent of all the youngsters counted as
poor in 1964 compared with a corresponding
figure of 42 percent in 1959. '

Among all households headed by a woman 44
percent were in poverty in 1964; 50 percent - of
these households were in poverty in 1959. House-
holds headed by a man, who as a rule are better
off, also had a reduction in their poverty rate
from 18 to 14 percent. Thus, although a woman

TaBLE 5.-—The poverty gap, 1959 and 1964: Total difference between actual and required incame of all households below the

poverty level

—omwao

Poor households Aggregate dollar deficit
Type of household . Numter (in millions) | Percentage distribution | Amount (in billions) | Percentage distribution
1959 1964 1959 1964 1959 1964 1959 1964°

[ A1 21\ PRSP P PP _13.4 11.8 100.0 100.0 $13.7 $11.7 100.0 100.0
Unrelated individuals. oo icomiiiiamiaaeeiaen 5.1 5.1 38.0 4.6 4.0 3.7 29.2 al.e
@M e e eiammeemeeemcassemeeccesanceammees=s 1.8 1.4 11.7 12.1 1.2 1.1 8.8 9.4
VWOIMEN .« e e oo e cammmememceanmsmemasemcecmmmnnnn 3.54. 3.6 26.3 39.5 2.8 2.6 20.4 22.2
Families, total oo i icimmceeee e 8.3 8.8 62.0 57.1 9.7 8.0 70.8 €8.4
With male he 6.3 5.0 47.6 42.0 7.0 5.4 51.1 46:0
No children under age 18_. 2.5 1.9 19.1 15.9 2.0 1.4 14.6 12.3
1-3 children under age 18_._...... 2.4 1.8 17.7 15.4 2.6 1.9 19.0 16.3
4 or more children under age 18.. 1.4 1.3 10.8 10.8 2.4 2.0 17.5 17.3
With female head ... _...ocooo. 2.0 1.8 14.4 15.4 2.7 2.6 19.5 ¢ 22.4
No children under age 18.. .4 .4 3.1 2.8 - .3 .3 2.2 2.3
1-3 children under age 18.. ... 1.2 1.0 8.7 8.0 1.6 1.2 11.7 10.7
4 or more children underage 18. ... cicaaianaen 4 .8 2.7 4.2 .8 1.1 5.8 9.4

10.4 9.1 77.5¢ 76.8 9.8 8.4 7.5 70.

4.2 4.2 31.2° 35.2 3.2 3.0 23.3 25.

6.2 4.9 46.3 - 41.6 8.6 5.4 48.2 45.

3.0 2.8 22.6 23.2 1 3.91 3.4 28.5 29

.9 .9 6.9 7.4 .8 T 5.8 8.

2.1 1.9 15.7 | 15.8 3.1 2.7 22.7 23.
Under 25 1.1 1.0 8.4 8.6 L2, 1.1 877 10.0
Unrelated individuals. .. 51 .4 3.9 3.8 tLY .5 3.6 4.4
Families. .- .6 .6 4.5 4.8 .7 .6 510 5.6
- 7.9 6.7 58.9 55.7 9.2 7.9 67.2 87.7
2.1 1.9 15.8 | . 18.7 1.8 1.6 13.1 13.6
5.8 1.8 43.3 40.0 7.4 6.3 54.1 54.1
4.4, 4.2 32.7 35.7 3.3 2.7 24.1 . 22.2
- 2.5 2.7 18.5 23.1 1.7 1.6 12.4 13.2
1.9. 1.5 14.2° 12.6 1.6 | 1.1 11.7 9.0
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who serves as family head has a better chance of
keeping her family above the poverty line than
was true in 1959, the improvement has not been
so favorable as for the family headed by a man.
In 1964, her family was more than ‘three times
as likely to be poor as a family headed by a man.
In 1959, the chances her family would be poor
were two and three-fourths times that of g man’s
~family. . o '
~Our rural population continued to be poorer
than their city cousins. Even in 1964, a third of
-all persons living on. farms were in households
with a cash income below what the economy scale
suggests is necessary. The risk of poverty for the
farm' dweller was thus twice as great as that

prevailing among the rest of the population—

despite the fact that the poverty income criteria
for the farm family was set at a figure 30 percent
lower than the nonfarm family. Although the
poverty rate among farm. households for 1964 is
c\onside'rably less than in 1959, most of the re-

duction took place in a single year—from 1960 to

1961, ‘when. average farm family income (as re-
ported to the Census Bureau) increased by about
15 percent. The incidence of poverty dropped
sharply from 38 percent to 32 percent. Since that
date it has declined further by 3 percentage
points. Among nonfarm households, the poverty
rate dropped from 23 percent to 19 percent
between 1961 and 1964. : :

As an age group, persons aged. 65 and older
have the highest incidence of poverty in the popu-
lation, and among the aged those who live alone
(or with nonrelatives only) still rank as the poor-
est of the poor. '

By 1964, in- the face of a decline in the total

ranks of the poor of nearly 5 million, there were
300,000 more elderly persons living #lone in
poverty than in 1959. The increase came about
because more aged persons, particulnrly women,

were electing to live' by themselves. The rate of
poverty for aged wunrelated individuals had

actually gone down—from 68 percent in 1959 to
59" percent in 1964. What is more striking is the
fact that many more eld’érly’opersons m 1964 than
in earlier years had enough money to try getting
along by themselves instead of sharing a home
with a child (or other relatives) in a household

with -combined - income more nearly adequate for

all: The change in living patterns ‘was greater
for women than for men, as the following figures

for pérsons aged 65 or.older indicate.

) Percent livingas | Percent of unrelated
unrelated individuals individuals.rated poor -
Persons . .
1959 1964 1959 I 1964

Total. ’ .
ota!...-_..l. ........ 22.9 (. 25.5 68.1 | 59.3
Men.__..______.__._. .. 15.2 ’ 16.2 |- 59.9° 47.9
Women..._ 71711777 29.3 32.7 1.5 83.7

~ The Poverty _'Gup

In addition to changes in the number ‘“who are
poor, there is another crude measure of progress
against poverty—the total doliars of unmet need. -

Just how much less than the aggregate esti-
mated need is the actual income of the poor to-
day—that 1s, in 1964—compared _ with' those

"judged poor In earlier years? In the very rough

terms that the selected. income standard permits,
it can be estimated that the 54 million persons |

. identified as poor in 1964 would require $11.7

billion over and above their current money in-
come to purchase the basic requirements implied
by the poverty index.® To eliminate completely
the poverty-income gap would require therefore
the equivalent in 1961 of 24 percent of the
Nation’s personal Income, which totaled $495
billion for the year. -

Judged in ‘these terms, the record expansion
in the general economy has proceeded about twice °
as fast as the rate by which the inicome deficiency
of the poor was being reduced. In 1959, wlien
total personal income was $112 billion' less, the
unmet financial need of the 39 million poor was
$2 billion more. The dggregate poverty deficit
then representéd a sum equal to 3.6 percent of -
total personal income. During a period then,

‘when national personal income was increasing by

29 percent, the number in poverty decreased by
12 percent and their unmet income need by 15
percent. ' S

. 1 N .
—_———

2 An earlier esfimaté of $11.5 billion for 1963 related to *
34.6 million persons Jjudged poor, assuming a farm family

number in poverty on farms in 1963 by 730,000 and -the :
number for the farm and nonfarm population combined
to 35.3 million. No recalculation has been made of the
total dollar deficit for 1963 under the increased income

requirement for farm householids. -
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As a group the poor in 1964 were having to
manage on incomes totaling 59 percent of esti-
mated need, compared with 57 percent in 1962
-and 56 percent in 1959. In poor households headed
by a man, aggregate incomes in 1964 represented

© 63 percent of requirements, but poor households
with a woman at the head had only 52 percent as
much as they needed. Five years earlier,.in 1959,
persons in poverty were living on 80 percent as
much as they needed if they were in households
with & man at the head, and 46 percent if they
were not.. .

To satisfy the low-income test of need—a meas-
ure calling for approximately one-third more
in income for a family than the poverty index
—would entail $21.2 billion more income for the
poor in 1964 than they had, or the equivalent of
4.3 percent of total personal income for the
Nation, as the following figures suggest:

{{a billions]

Income ceficit of—
Total - -
Income of ]
Year personal | Ty oo | i The
i poor
income PO 1 rhe poor and
Lear poor
$383.5 $17.0 $3.7 $22.8
442.6 17.2 4 - 12.8 2.5
495.0 16.4 11.7 21.2

Paralleling the changing composition of the
poverty roster, the share of the income deficit
that represents needs of the families of women,
particularly those with several children, in-
creased. The share representing needs of small
families headed by a man went down (table 5).
In similar fashion the aggregate need of the aged

poor who live alone also rose although not in

direct proportion to their growing number.

For the most part the smaller aggregate income
shortage of the poor in 1964 signified that they
were fewer in number than in 1959, not that
those who were poor were much better off. The
median difference between actual and required
income at the poverty level was about $100 less
for unrelated individuals tagged poor in 1964
than those so labelled in 1959. Only a fourth of
the poor in 1964 missed the mark by as much as
$2,000 compared with a third in 1959. Among
those living alone the aged poor showed the most
improvement. _

For families of two or more, the difference
between what they had and what they should

TaBLE 6.—Income deficit of the poor, 1959 and 1964: Dis-
tribution of households between actual income and poverty
level by sex, race, and age of head

{

Parcent of poor households
with specified income defieit
Median below poverty level

Type of Lousehold defieit |
and characteristic of head t
|

i
i

]
1

: .
1$2.000 or more !

i Under $50v
] ' o
1059 l 1964 | 1950 | 1964 | 1959 ¢ 1954
Tnrelated individuals

] + ' .

All poor households__.__._... $740 | $640 I 31.1 t 37.2 ! 33.5 ‘ 25.4
. i l

Male. . e 720 ‘ 660 33.1 i 37.81 328! 303
Female ... o iaaea.. 710 | 640 l 23.8: 3790 i 33.9 I 23.4
WhILe. . oo ooomooemeeeraonaee a0t @0l ae| el sl 2e4
Nonwhite....__ 830 720! 25.5( 29.8] 355 29.4

| .

- Under age 25 70 | .2.«0! .01 10.5 l SL.1j 641
Aged 2564 ... 01 7801 26.41 29.3; 41.1| 373
Agedbdorover. ... ... 640 ‘ 333, 351! 3i.1 'l 21.6 i 10.6

; !
Families
All poor households......_.. 5039 | $900 ! 28.5} 29.8 { 17.9 “ 18.5
With male head.............. 801 sw| 3si 28l 155! 150
No children under age 18.__ 639 500 ¢ 4507 44.3: 4.%! 5.8
1-3 children under age 18__. 890 850 | 31.8 | 44.2 I 1461 13.7
4 or more children under | ! !
P R 1470 | 1499 | 17.2] 18.6 ] 39| 332
With female head. ._.._...._. 1,190 ! 1,190 17.9 | 18.4 25.9 . 25.7
No children under age 18__. 750 59| 33.7 . 38.6 4 1.3
1-3 children under age 18...} 1,170 | 1,160 | 16.6} 17.6! 243} 21.1
4 or more children under
age 18 6.1 58; 58.4 5.8
White ‘a7 1.3 151l ass
Nonwhite. .. 18.1] 10.8 . 26.1 I 26.0
With head aged— I .
Under 25 ccceoeamaaaan 1,032 | 1.08) 25.61 31.6 13.11 18.0
2564 ... 1,01 1,20 | 25.5. 24.7 22.3 23.1
65 or over 650 569 33.7) 45.2 5.8 4.2

181,000 or more for an unrelated individual.

have had averaged only $30 less in 1964 than 5
years earlier and close to a fifth of the group in
either year fell short of required income by at
least $2,000. Families with a head aged 65 or
older who were pcor in 1964 did tend to be
somewhat less so in relation to estimated need
than those poor in 1959 (table 6).

The more favorab!c position of the aged poor
in 1964 reflects in some degree that 3 out of 4
persons aged 65 or older were now receiving
social security benefits, compared with only 3 out
of 5 in 1959.

The seeming deterioration in economic status
of some households—for example, those of unre-
lated individuals under age 25—is in part a sta-
tistical artifact resuliing from the way the annual
income data are collected. Children now on their
own who previously lived with their parents, or
women formerly sharing the income of a husband
no longer present may report little or ro income
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of their own for the preceding year under exist-
ing Census procedures. Young people under age
25 leaving the parental home and setting up
housekeeping on their own for the first time—
either alone or with a mate—would be particu-
larly likely to veport little or no. income for the
preceding year and thus be classed far Lelow the
poverty line. -

A similar situation may arise later in life,
particularly for women whose family is dissolved
during the year through death, desertion, or di-
vorce. But these days when so many women work
even with a husband present, and when a variety
of public programs provide some support ‘ for
widows and orphans, it is uncommon for a woman
heading a household to have no income of her
ewn from any source during an entire year. Such
@ situation means that in all likelihcod the
family even when intact was’ poor, although
the amount by which income currently falls
short of need may be overstated. :

SOME FACTS ABOUT THE POOR IN 1964

The description of those below the poverty line
in 1964 will be much the same as for those identi-
fied as-poor in 1963+ except that theve were fewer
of them. Little if any of -the drop of 1,200,000

persons and half a million houscholds from the’

ranks of the poor can'be attributed directly to
the “war on poverty™ because most of the special

programs have only. recently become operative. -

On the other hand, it is also difficult to know how
much of the umprovement is real—corresponding
to the record advance of $47 billion in the gross

national product over the preceding year—and

how much may be just some of the change that
can occur in a sample from year to year. In any
case the statistics for 1964 must serve for a time

as the point of departure, the mi:lestoné from .

which progress will be assayed. = .-

Addifional information will be needed and
indeed new facts about’ the poor are already
~ being assembled for 1964 that were not available
for 1963: Information on their sources of income
1s being compared with that for families better
off financially. Analysis of a sample of families
interviewed in both 1963 and 1964 is now .under

way to determine how many continued in .the-

+ See Mollie Orshansky, op. cit.

- ’ . . : S

same economic position in both years, how many
changed for better or for worse, and whether the
change was associated with a change in the fam-
ily makeup. It is also being ascertained whether

-the households of the poor are more likely -or less -

likely than those of the nonpoor to be still living

- at the same address after the lapse of a year.

subsequent .issues of the BuLLeTIx. :

Some summary demographic characteristics of
the poor are presented here to extend the interim
data already released for 1964.

The poverty inventory in 1964, as in 1963,
revealed the more critical financial status of the

Some of these new findings will be reported in’

~ young and the old, compared with those of middle

years. Whether one uses the poverty index or the
low-income index as the measure, 3 out of 3 of
those designated poor or near poor were children
ot yet aged 18 or people past age 65. For them,
as for the 23, million mothers of children under
age 6, it will in the main have to be ‘solutions -
other than a job that help them to a higher level
of living. '
Of the 34.1 million persons who were counted
on the poverty roster, 5.4 million or i in 7 were
at least age 65 and an almost equal number (5.7
million) were preschoolers under age 6. Persons
aged 65 or older, with 31 percent of their number |
living on inicomes that were below the poverty
level, represent the least favored of all age
groups. Almost all these aged poor were either
the head of a' household or the wife of one and
nearly 80 percent of the aged heads of a family
of two or more and 85 percent of those heading
a 1-person unit did not work at all during 1964,
Among children under age 18, who like the
aged must look for support primarily to income
other than their own earnings, 1 out of 5 was
growing up in a family below the poverty line.
Nearly half the youngsters in poverty (45 per-
cent) were in a family with five or more chil-
dren. Many of the children of the poor could at-
tribute their plight to the low pay of the family
bi~eadwinnexf rather than to his lack of worlk.
Forty-one percent, were in a family of a bread-
winner employed full time at a steady job all
year but yet unable to provide even the minimum -
called for by the poverty level. This is a level of
living that, on an average, can allow a family
member no more than 70 cents a'day for all his
food and $1.40 for everything else. For a four-
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person family the poverty criterion represents an
average income of $60 a week. :
If.the reference standard is raised to the some-
what less stringent low-income test, bringing re-
quired weekly income for a four-person family
in 1964 to $78 and assuming outlays for food of
93 cents a day per person, the expanded count
includes up to 43 percent of the Nation’s aged
and 31 percent of all the children (table 7). Yet
even this expanded tally does not encompass all
who might. rightly claim a place among the poor
to whom we direct our conceri—the 2 million
persons aged 65 or older with insufficient income
of their own who escaped poverty by living with
more .fortunate relatives and a million younger
members of subfamilies not now counted among
the poor but who would be if they had to rely
solely on their own resources. Including these
hidden poor brings the number in poverty up to
37 million and the total who are poor or.near poor
up to 53 million. . '
As many as 10 percent of our aged population—
not counting the nearly three-fourths of a million
in institutions, many of whom are undoubtedly
of limited means—are living in the home of a
relative who has enough mioney to make up for
the fact that the aged person has less than the
minimum it would take to live alone.. All told,
there are at least 714 million aged, 41 percent
in all, whose own resources are less than the
poverty criterion assumes is necessary. There
are likewise over 300,000 family groups of per-
sons under age 63 including nearly half a million
children and almost as many adults who would
be poor if they relied only on their own income.
These family groups improve their status by
living as a subfamily in the household of more
fortunate relatives whose combined income is
enough to label all of them nonpoor. -

In March 1965 there were, all told, 1.3 million

subfamilies distributed among the 47.8 million

families. About 350,000 subfamilies were married
couples, of whom a third had less income in 1964
than the poverty threshold required for two. An
additional 450,000 units were father-child or

father-mother-child combinations. Of these, nearly-

30 percent could not have made it on their own
except 'in poverty. And, finally, of the nearly
half' a million mother-child subfamilies, 7 in 10
would e counted poor were they to rely solely
on their own income. Obviously, finances played

TaBLE 7.—Persons in poverty and low-income status in
1964,! by age and family status .

[In millions]
Poverty criterion | Low incoiwne criterion
Total N N
non- onpoor Nonpoor
. in- (including (above low-
Ags and family status; stitu- near poor) Poor | income level)
: tional Poor and .
popu- near
lation ? Hid- | poor Hid-
Total | den Total | den
poor 3 poor !
Number of
persons, total...| 189.7 | 34.1 185.6 2.7 49.8
Unrelated individuals.! 12.1 5.1 7.0 focoeaan 5.8
Under age 65....-.- 7.5 2.3 5.2 1 cccvan 2.8
Aged 65and over_.. 4.6 2.8 1.8 ... 3.2
Memkbters of family
units. . ...o..- 177.6 | 28.9{ 148.7 2.7 44.0 | 133.6 2.9
Children under
age 18 ¢____..__. 69.4 14.8 | 54.6 .5 217 47.7 .5
QOwn children of :
head (or spouse).| 65.9 | 13.5] 52.4 |....... 2).0! 48.0 .. ...
Other related .
children...“.-.l 3.4 1.3 2.1 .5 1.7 1.7 5
Personsaged 18-G43.] 95.5| 11.5| 84.0 41 1804 V7.5 5
Head . oeeoen-en { 4.0, 531 357 8.2 32.8 .ccce-n
Wife .o ‘ 38.3 4.0 343 6.71 31.6 | .....-
Never-married
children aged
18-21. - cnnnnn 7.2 .9 6.3 1ccuunn 1.4 5.8 | eomua-
Own children l
of head (or .
SpOUSe).....-. 6.6 B 58 .coo- 1.2 5.5 cccuen-
Other related
children...... .8 1 N 33 P .2 I Y PO
Other relative....! 9.0 1.2 7.8 .4 1.8 7.2 .5
Persons aged 65 |
12,7 2.6 10.1 1.8 4.4 8.4 1.8
8.7 1.5 5.2 lucenunn 2.4 4.3 |oeceee-
3.4 .8 2.8 |ceecnn- 1.4 2.0 fouaeemn
2.7 4 2.3 1.8 .8 2.1 1.8

1 Income of family unit or unrelated individual helow the SSA povety
index for family size and sex of head or, alternatively, at the somewhat
higher low-income level.

7 As of March 1965, there were 2,093,000 persons in institutions, including
276,000 childrer. under age 18; 1,100,000 persons aged 18-64; and 717,000 persons
aged 65 or older. These persons as well as the 230,000 children under age
14 who live with a family, to no member of which they are related, are not
represented in these indexes hecause iucome data are not normally collected
for inmates of institutions or unrelated individuais under age 14.

s Individuals or subfamily memkers with own income telow the poverty
ot low-income level but living in 8 family above that level. A sul family
represents a married couple with or without children or a parent and 1 or
more children under age 18 residing in a family as relatives of the head.

. ¢ Never-married children. Exctudes 337,000 children under age 14 (230,000

in households of nonrclatives and 137,000 in institutions), all of whom are
likely to te poor.

$ Includes any persons undé-: age 18 living in families as tninlly heads,
wives, or ever-married children. .

a role in the choice of living arrangements: No
subfamily with sufficient income to be above the
poverty line elected to live with a poor family.
Of subfamilies who would have been poor on
their own, however, half of those headed by a
man and three-fifths of those headed by a mother .
kept off the poverty register by living with a
nonpoor relative.

Age and Poverty

' The heavy poverty burden of the aged results
from several factors. Compared with the younger
population the aged have a preponderance of
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. TABLE 8.—Living arrangements of aged noninstitutional
population in March 1965, by sex and poverty status

4 Number (in millions) Percentage distribution
Family status of . .
persons aged 65 or older pg;r Iw’:‘ n{»%r h;ggf‘ '
Total iy 5se-Ihouse- Total 1}, Cuse-lhouse-
hold ! | hold hold ! | hold
Persons aged 65 or oldeé, )
total ... ___.__..___. 17.4 5.4 12.0 } 100.0 { 100.0 100.0
Livingalone?_______. 4.6 2.8 1.9 26.7¢ 51.3 15.7
- Living in family units 12,7 26| 10.17 73.3| 48.7] 84.3
ead._._.__ ... ... 6.7 1.5 5.2 | 38.4} 27.7 43.3
Wife of head. .. 3.4 .8 2.5 19.5 14.1 21.9
Other reiative..._._______ 2.7 .4 2.3 15.¢4 6.9 19.1
Poor by own income ¢__ 2.2 .4 1.8 12.4 6.7 14.9
Not. poor by own .
’ fncome...__... ... __ B .5 3.0 .2 4.2
7.6 1.9 5.71 44.0 35.4 47.8
1.3 .6 7 7.3 1 11.7 3.8
6.4 1.3 5.1 36.5| 23.7 42.2
5.6 1.2 4.4} 32.3] 22,2 36.9
20 o 20 1.0 8 1.0
under age 65.. .5 Q] .5 3.2 7 4.3
Women, total._______ .- 9.7 3.5 6.3 56.0 ; 64.6 52.2
Livingalone2.______..____ . 3.3 2.1 1.2 19.2 39.7 10.1
In family unit...________.__ 6.4 1.3 5.11 36.8; 24.9 42.1
" Family bead._.__.._____. 1.1 3 81 61| 5.4 6.4
Wife, husband aged 65 or l -
older__.___.____ .. __.. 3.1 7 2.4 18.0 13.1 20.2
Wife, husband under . .
agetsS. . .. ... .3 .1 .2 1.5 1.0 1.7
Other relative of aged
ead. . ... 4 1 3 2.5 1.3 2.8
Other relative of head
under age 65...._._._. 1.5 2 1.3 8.7 3.6 11.0
1n household with aged head: .
Maie_r.,>, . - 10.3 2.6 7.8 .4 47.8 64.6
Female (7 . i . ... 4.7 2.5 2.2 27.2 48.8 18.4
In household with head
under age 65: : .
Male o ... 1.9 .2 1.7 11.0. 3.7 14.3
Female.....____. e emcecaaen .4 .1 .3 2.4 1.6 2.7

! Income in 1964 of person living alone or of {amily unit below the SSA
index poverty. .
: g:rcng? ol}o;gr:(llaﬁ;:s; 223‘ relative in 1964 less than $1,500.
4 Less than 50,000. . ]
women, particularly women living alone. Women
at all ages are likely to be poorer than men, and
persons. living alone are more often poor than
those who are part of a family group. Fewer of
the aged are in the labor force than is true for
the rest of the adult population, and the public
program payments that make up a large share
of the income of the elderly are almost always
smaller than the wages: they aim to replace.
The living arrangements of the 17.4 million
- men and women aged 65 and older in March 1965,
when income data for the year 1964 were collected,
are shown in table 8. Of those in households with
insufficient income to meet the poverty standard,
‘almost two thirds were women, but only half the
agedin nonpoor households. Moreover, of the
women in the nonpoor units, 2 in 5 were living as
the wife of a family head; of the women in
poverty, only 1 in 5 was sharing the income of a
husband. For those aged who lived in another’s

’

household rather than in their own, it was usually
@ younger relative, and a nonpoor one at that,
with whom they were sharing. , ]

Four out of 5 of the “other relatives” did not
have enough money to live by themselves, except
in poverty, but most of these were living with a

family group that did have sufficient income

to be in the nonpoor category. . ;

More than half the aged poor were living by
themselves, the majority of them women, reflect-
ing the high poverty rate prevalent among them.
But the status also reflected the fact that more
and more people, particularly women, are being
enabled to maintain a household in their old
age because they now have some income,

In 1959, 97 percent of the men aged 65 or older
and 75 percent of the women had some money of
their own. By 1964, the proportion with some
Income reported was 98 percent for men and 82
percent for the women. Over the same period, the
number of aged living by themselves (or with

-nonrelatives only) increased from .22 percent of

all those outside institutions to 26 percent. The

- proportion of those living alone who were poor

dropped from two-thirds to three-fifths, but the
proportion not poor but near -poor rose from 6
percent to 8 percent. S

A good many of the aged live as couples and
for them also the economic situation improved.
In'1959 a third of all two-person families with an
aged head were below the poverty level - of in-

.come.. By 1964, the proportion in poverty so

defined was only one-fifth. But in both years,
there were in addition nearly one-sixth of all
aged pairs not poor but with income low enough
to be called near poor. L

In large measure the better financial status
of the aged population parallels the estension of
social security protection to more of them, par-
ticularly to women. In addition to the increase
in the number now entitled to benefit checks, a
series of amendments to the Social Security Act
have increased the amounts received ~by bene-
ficiaries, although most of these increases came
after 1964. Because beneficiaries now coming on
the rolls generally have higher earnings records
than those entitled earlier, the- average benefit
check is higher than it used to be. In December
1964 the average payment to an aged beneficiary
was $79 a month—8 percent higher than the $74
average benefit in 1959.
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By the end of 1964, the 13.7 million aged re-
ceiving OASDHI payments vepresented 3 out of
every 4 persons aged 65 or older. Five years
earlier, the benefit checks were going to 3 out of
5 aged persons in the population. Much of the
expansion in the beneficiary rolls represented the
addition of aged women and more of the non-

white population of both sexes, as the following
percentages show:

Percent of aged
population receiving

OASDIII benefits
Sex and race .
December { Decemmber
1959 1964

¢ 3212 Y SRR 81 76
Male. .o S, 66 78
Wt . i eiciiictceceaacenaa 67 79
Nonwhite ool iiiiiiiecacceeen-- 53 71
Female .o eiiiiinaeaaaeas 38 4
Wi . i i imaeccaaeman . 59 75
Nonwhite. ..o iiiiiiiiiaeanaeaaas 33 58

By ‘contrast with their relative earnings posi-
tion, in the social security program the nonwhite
population was fast aproaching proportional rep-
resentation. By the end of 1964, 6.5 percent of
all aged OASDHI beneficiaries were nonwhite;
for all aged persons the proportion was 7.7 per-
cent. The corresponding ratios for 1959 are 5.5
percent and 7.6 percent. '

The role of social insurance in promoting self-
support and adequate living in retirement is
significant although the degree of protection ex-
tended is not equally effective for all. Many bene-
ficiaries, particularly those who have no other
resources, must live in poverty and many must
seek income supplements from old-age assistance,
"but undoubtedly all are better off than they
otherwise would be. And poverty status in a
sepurate household, made possible by a limited
income, may seem preferable to the aged bene-
ficiary t> shared living with children or other
relatives 2t a higher level. It has been pointed
out that such success from the individual point of
view raay appear as a program failure by increas-
ing the poverty lists. _

It has been estimated that about 35 percent of
all aged social security beneficiaries in 1965 were

8 John C. Beresford and Alice M. Rivlin, “Privacy,
Poverty and Old Age,” Demography, vol. II1 (in press).

living in poverty, as ¢efined by the poverty cri-
teria. An additional 38 percent would have been
poor except for their benefit checks. Only about
one-fourtly could have lived above the poverty
line in the absence of social security benefits.®
Many of the households who were poor despite
their social security benefits were, of course, less
poor than they would have been without them.
Analyses now under way -suggest that among-
aged families in poverty, about 1 in 4 of those
that included a social security beneficiary needed

- less than $250 to bring their income for 1964 up

to the poverty threshold and another fourth
needed more than $250 but less than $500 ad-
ditional income. Of the families in poverty who
received no social security benefits, 3 cut of ¢
were more than $500 below the poverty line.

Among elderly persons living alone the effect
of social security benefits in alleviating poverty
was less striking than for couples. {Women re-
ceiving a widow’s benefit are receiving liti!:
better than half the combined benefit payable o
a worker and his wife,. although the poverty
threshold now in general use assumes a single
person will need 80 percent as much as a couple.)

Of the aged living alone in poverty, 45 percent -
of the social security beneficiaries fell short of the
poverty threshold by $300 or more, compared
with 75 percent of the nonbeneficiaries.

In 1962, according to a Social Security Admin-
istration survey, retirement benefits under the
OASDHI program comprised 30 percent of the

aggregate income of aged persons (including any

younger spouses) ; public assistance checks, vet-
erans’ benefits, or payments from other public
programs accounted for another 16 percent; and
earnings made up 52 percent.” In 1964, as re-
ported to the Bureau of the Census, families with
an aged head (including some younger persons)
derived 25 percent of all their income from social _
security payments, and about half from earnings.
Aged families classed as poor by the poverty
index received as a group 60 percent of their
income from social security benefits and only 16

8 Ida C. Merriam, Social Implications of Technolsgical
Change—Implications for Income, delivered at National
Council on Aging Seminar on Automation, Manpower &
Retirement Policy, Washington, D.C., Oct. 27, 1965.

7 Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1962:
First Findings of the 1943 Survey of the Aged,” Social
Security Bulletin, March 1964, pages 3-24.
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percent from earnings. That social security pay-
ments were not enough in themselves to protect -
against poverty is clear. Yet, households with a
head aged 65 or older and no earnings in 1964 -
were much more likely to be poor when no one
“received any social security benefits than when
someone in the family did, as the following
figures illustrate: :

[Percent|

,'I-‘amﬂy of 2 or more Vurelated individuals

Not
receivin
OASDH

henefits

Recelving | :
OASDHI
benefits

Not
receiving
OASDHI
benefits -

1964 incone status Receiving
OASDHI
benefits

Aged households with earnings

-

15 1

: 7 3 31
11 7

107 4

- Aged househoids with no earnings .

POOT oo "3 61 68 75

Near poor............... 25 7 10 LT
s ;_&ll‘a‘gcd housetolds

POOL. oo 3 %) s 81

Nearpoor............... 17 7 10 . 6

YOUTH AND POVERTY *

Nearly 15 million of the 34-million -counted
poor in 1964 were children under age 18 living
in families. Because nonwhite children run a
risk of poverty four times that of the white,

about 40 percent of the children- counted poor .

were nonwhite. Because large families are so
much more prone to poverty than small, families

with five or more children contributed. 6.7 million

youngsters to the count.

For most of :the youngsters growing up i

poverty, their working years were still in- the

future and their present security depended pri-
marily on the earnings or other income available
to their parents. For 6.1 million of the children
counted poor, the s't:_t'tius reflected the fact that
1% million men and one-half million women
who were employed full time the year around did
not earn enough to support ‘their children. (An -
additional 400,000 families: of fully employed
breadwinners with no children were in poverty
also.) If the low-income: index- rather than the
poverty criterion.is used: as-a gauge, about 104

million children in 3 million families must be : .
counted as poor or near poor despite the year-
round employment of the working head.

Half the workers whose family was poor even
though they were not unemployed during the
year were laborers, service workers or farmers,
compared with only 1 in 7 of the fully employed
-workers heading nonpoor families. On the other
hand, only 8 percent of the year-round employed

- but poor family heads had professional, technical, -

.or clerical jobs, jobs generally requiring some

_ higher’ education. . Twenty-nine percent of the

year-round workers at the head of nonpoor fami-
lies held such jobs. A o
. The direct bearing of education' on job poten- .
tial and consequently on.the risk of poverty rein-
forces the need for ensuring that young people
carry their schooling at least to high .. school ..
-graduation. Many youngsters. in - poor families °
now don’t- do so. The resultant low earning. capa-
city is then aggravated by the’ fact; that school
leavers tend to marry early, thus further increas: -
ing the odds that they will bring up their own
children in poverty.s : :
Included in the households of the poor in 1964
were 3 million persons'aged 16-21. Half were still --
in 'school and nearly -one-sixth, no longer “in

" school, ]i_ad a high school dipiomzi.- But more than’ :

a third were not in school and vere not high school
graduates; this group included half the young
men who had already ‘taken on the role of a

- family head. In nonpoor households by contrast

only 1 in 7 of the nearly 15 million persons aged
1621 was neither in school nor a high “school’
graduate (table 9). ‘ '
Data for 1963 showed relatively few teenagers.
in poor families; suggesting that such familiss
may not hold their youngsters as long as families
who ‘are better off. The data for 1964 reenforce
the. implication. They do indicate, however, a -
less pronounced relationship between school ai-
tendance and family relationship for nonwhite-
youngsters than for white: Nonwhite boys appesr
to marry later than white boys regardiess of
schooling and mnoénwhite girls are more  liicely
than ‘white girls at an early age to find thein-
selves serving as head of a famil)j; These patterns
are undoubtedly related to the poverty proneness _

* '».'

SSee Alvin L. Schorr, “Family Cycle and Income.,
Development,” Social Security Bulletin, February 1966.

90




TasLe 9.—Current school attendance of persons aged 16-21 in poor and nonpoor households:

and family relationship, March 1965

‘Percentage distribution by sex,

Poor households ! Nonpoor households !
. Family member Family member
School attendance, March 1965 All Un- All Un- :
. persons | related persons | related .
ag indi- Never- indi- Never-
16-21 vidual Head 2 Wife? | married 16-21 vidual | Head? Wife? | married
child ¢ child ¢
Total number (In thousands).............. 2,960 m 370 2,080 | 14,850 790 1,800 11,880
Percent......ccecceecccecsacanemcancccsoans 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
" ALenAINg SCROOL . oo oneeenmeaeazoananen 49.4 35.9 16.1 5.4 63.2 58.8 5.7 7.6 2.3 72.8
Not in school, not high school gr 34.8 25.1 52.8 69.8 27.8 14.5 21.5 35.2 39.5 8.9
Not i{n school, high school grad 15.8 39.0 3.1 25.1 9.3 26.7 72.8 57.4 58.2 18.5
Male, nambter (in thousands)...............-.. 1,3% 80 200 [.ceennanne 1,070 7.310 130 T40 |econnnne- 6,440
Pereént ........................................ 100.0 100.0 100.0 |.ccecann-e 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Attending Sehool. .. o oceviiineamacmacccccaeaaaan 3.2 ®) 12,2 |oocnccenas 62.5 63.9 4.0 7.8 7n.s
Not in school, not hizh school graduate.. 33.2 Q) 52.1 |ocenaaneas 3%2.4 14.4 43.8 36.0 11.3
Not in school, high school graduate........... 12.8 ® 35.7 lecmeceannn 7.1 21.7 52.4 §6.2 17.2
Female, number (in thousands)......... 1,610 190 70 310A 980 7,540 150 ot 1,900 5,440
Percent....ceeenn-n 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Attending school 45.3 31.7 %) 5.4 64.0 54.0 7.2 (%) 2.3 73.9
Not in school, not high school graduate 36.1 25.3 Q)] 69.5 24.4 14.5 3.3 () 39.5 6.1
Not in schooi, bigh school graduate................ 18.6 43.0 [0} 25.1 11.8 31.4 89.5 O] 58.2 20.0

1 Households are defined here as total of families and unrelated individuals.
Poor households are defined as family or unrelated individual with income
in 1964 telow the SSA poverty index.

t Includes head of subfamily.

$ Includes wile of subfamily head.

of the nonwhite population and the li)mited
earnings opportunity for the men. ,
That low educational attainment went hand in
hand with poverty was true regardless of family
status, but youngsters already out on their own
were more often poor than those who had not

yet left home. Shown below are the poverty rates

for persons aged 16-21 in each family status
group—that is, the percentage who were in a
household with 1964 income below the poverty
line.

Persons aged 18-21 poor in 1964 ! (percent)
Sc’hooLl‘att%mmce Famii N
n March 1 - amily or ever-
Unrelated .
R subfamily Wile marrted
individual head child
Total. _..c.eanmaaanne 49 25 18 15
Attending school........ 86 42 13
Not in school, not high
school graduate...... 33 H 35
Not in school, high ’
school graduste...... 34 15 8 8

1 Income of family or unrelated individuals below 8SA povérty index.

Whether it is that they are no longer in school
that impels toward marriage or whether it is
the desire to marry that interrupts the schooling,
it is clear that youngsters who leave school before

¢ Inciudes own children of the family head and all never-married relatives
aged 16-21. Exciudes siuall number of ever-married relatives aged 1621
living neither as spoase or parent of any other family member.

3 Not shown for base less than 100,000,

the twelfth grade take on family responsibility
earlier than those who go to high school and
stay on to graduate. Among boys aged 18-19
who have left school without a high school
diploma, 1 in 3 is already the head of a family
group; of the high school graduates in this
age group who are no longer in school, 1 in 9 is
a family head ; but of the 18- and 19-year-old boys
still in school, only 1 percent has taken on family
responsibility (table 10).

Among girls the situation is similar: With a -
high school diploma three-fifths of the girls are
still unmarried ‘and living at home by ages 18
and 19 even if no longer in school. If they are
still in school, almost all girls this age are “never-
married children” in the home of their parents.
Only a third of the school leavers, however, are
still in the parental home by age 18, and about 60
percent are already a wife or even a family head.
Those girls who leave school young and marry
early—thus limiting their earning possibilities—
apparently marry boys who are poor providers
also. A third ef the girls aged 16-17 who had left
school without graduating from high school and
were already wives were living in poverty.
Among wives aged 18-19, 1 in 4 of those not a
high school graduate was poor compared with 1 in
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TaBLE 10.—Family status and school atteﬁdance of persons aged 16-21: Percentage distribution by sex; age,

and race, March

Svonowl o

1965
. ) ) All races White Nonwhite
Ser, school attendance, and family status Total 4 Total | Total
: otal - ota - otal
: i16-21 | 16-17 [ 18-19 | 20-21 16-21 | 16-17 | 18-19 | 20-21 16-21 16-!7 18-19 | 20-21
H .
Male
: ' { !
Total number (in thousands)_...._...__. eeeeeieeenaaans 8,660 | 3,490 | 2,650 , 2,510 | 7,800 | 3,070 { 2,340 Il 2,190 | 1,060 430 320
PerCent ..o oo 100.0'| 100.0 | 100.0 ; 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | .100.0
Unrelated individuals. 2.4 4] 2,01 56| 21 3] 18] 50| 4.4 9! 41| 96
Family head_______..____. 9.0 .4 5.5 24.7 9.5 .5 58 26.0 5.4 0 2.5 15.5
Subfamily head._..... 1.8 .5 1.4 4.0 1.7 .6 1.5 3.5 281 .0 .9 7.7
Never-married child 86.8 | 08.7| 01.1i 65.7) 8.7] 98.61 80.0] 65.4| 87.5 9.1 2.4 67.2
Attending school, number (in thousands)......._. ............ 5,400 3,080 ; 1,550 760 | 4.840 | 2,730 | 1,410 700 560 370 140 30
Percent. . e 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Unrelated tndividuals... ... . s ... .8 .4 1.0 2.1 7 .2 1.1 1.8 1.3 1.1 1] O]
Family head_.___._ . 1.1 .1 .5 7.0 1.3 .1 .5 7.5 0 0 0 (n
Subfamily head.... 4 .3 .3 .6 .4 4 .4 7 0 0 0 (?)
;\fcvel‘-married child 97.7 09.2 .21 90.3| 97.6] 99.3 8.0 89.9 | 08.7 88.9 | 100.0 ()
Not in schoot, not highschool graduate, number {inthousands).i i,500 380 480 | 8207 1 170 330 37 460 340 60 110 160
Percent . e 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 ; 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.0°} 100.0 ! 100.0 lOQ.O 100.0
Unreiated individuals 5.0 .5 3.9 8.7 3.5 .6 2.7 8.3 8.8 (® 8.1 15.2
Family head._____..__ 19.¢ 3.1 18.1 33.4 | 229 3.6| 18.7! 40.1 9.2 () 7.2 14.0
Subfamily head.._... 4.7 2.3 4.0 6.7 4.8 2.7 5.1 5.9 481 (1 0 9.8
Never-married child ! 0.4 | "9%4.1 76.0 51,21 68.8( 83.0 3.5 47.7| 76.2 *) 84.7 61.0
Not in school, high school graduate, number {in thousands)__; 1,7 10 620 | 1,130 | 1,500 10 550 | 1,030 170 0 70 100
‘Percent.---_-.‘.....-_.v ...................................... 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 160.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 160.0 | 100.0 {__.___. 100.0 100.0
Unrelated individuals_ ... ... ____: . . 5.2 * 3.21 6.3 5.3 (2) 2.7 6.6 (6] 2.9
Fomily head_.________. 2.8 Q] 9.5! 31.8) 24.7 (4] 10.7 ) 32.4- (%) 28.0
Subfamily head......_. 3.81 ) | . 2.4 4.8 3.5 2.0 4.4 ] 3.8
Never-married child 1 87.2§, ‘(’) i 84.9| 57.2] 68.5 2 84.6 | 56.6 [ 62.5
Female
Total number (in thousands).___._.i._................._. 9,150 ! 3,440 2.'990 2,720 | 8,020 g 3,010 ) 2,630 ;| 2,390 | 1.140 430 370 340
Percent . _{ 160.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 ; 100.0 ) 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 | 100.
Uhrelated individuals_..._._..._...____ | 3.8 8 3.4l 770 3.7 9| 34| 77| 3s] 1sl 27 8.
Family head______.__..____________ 1.0 .3 .7 2.0 .6 .2 .6 1.2 3.4 1.2 1.9 8
Subfamily fead... A4 0 .8 s .3 0 .5 .4 1.0 0 .8 . 2.
Wife of family head ________ 22.7 4.2 21,3, 47.7 23.9 4.4 22.5; 49.9 14.5 2.8 12.8| , 32.
Wile of other family member_ 2.1 1.0 2.5 3.0 1.8 .8 2.1 2.6 4.2 1.6 4.9 8.
.. Never-married child . ... ___ [ ___C TTTTTTTUtTememt 70.1 83.71 71.5, 38.91{ 69.7! 93.7 70.8 1 38.2 73.3]| 4.0 76.8 42.
Attending school, numter (in thousands)...........___...__. 4,800 | 3,030 | 1,320 450 | 4,230 | 2,660 | 1,160 410 570 370 160 40
PRt . e 100.0 ] 100.0 ’ 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 300.0 { 100.0 |-200.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0
Uarelated individusls. .. ... ... ... 1.5 W7 1.5 6.5 1.4 .8 1.1 5.9 2.3 0 4.3 ®
Fomly head_...._______ . [ I1IITITTTTTTTTTImTTTTCT .4 .3 0 1.8 .2 .2 0 v 1.8 1.4 0 Q]
Subfamily heed ... . . . . _ [ ITTTTTTTmmmTmmmmmTme .1 0 .1 .4 .1 0 .2 .5 [ 0 0 [Q]
Wife of family head._.._..______ I ITTTTTmmTTmmm 1.2 .3 1.7 5.1 1.3 .3 1.9 5.7 -3 .8 1] *
Wife of other family memb . N .1 .4 0 .2 .1 4 G [} 0 0 2)
Never-marrfed child?. I IITTTTTTTmmmmmT T 96.8| 98.6) 96.3| 88.2| 96.9| 987 v6.4) 87.2) 95.4] 9¢7.81 95.7 )
Not {nschool, not highschool giaduate, number (iathousands) | 1,680 : 370 633 632 | 1,370 310 530 530 310 80 110 140
Pereent. . . e 100.0 | 190.0 | 100.9 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 ! 100.0 | 100.0 ' 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
Unrelated individwals. .. ._..______. ... 1.3 3.0 4.1 3.1 1.8 3.6 3.4 3.2 (@ 0 7.0
Family head....._. .5 1.9 2.7 1.3 .6 1.7 1.8 4.5 . (9 2.8 7.7
Subfamily head.. 0 1.6 1.3 .7 0 1.3 .6 29 (® 2.8 4.2
Wile of family head._.____ 33.9( 52.2|. 64.81 59.1 37.9 57.5( 73.5| 27.2 ) 27.4 33.6
Wife of other [amily member 7.5 5.6 7.5 6.1 7.0 5.1 6.0 9.7 ) 3.7 12.6
Never-marriedchildt_._______ I TTTTTTTTTmmTTTen S6.81 35.7) 19.5]| 20.7| 52,9 30.7] 15.2] 52.4( () 61.3 33.0
Not in scheol, high school graduate, number {in thousands).. 40 [ 1,040 | 1.6500 | 2,420 30 940.1 1,450 260 10 100 150
Pereent. 100.0 } 100.0 | i00.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 # 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
Unrelated individuals. .. ... .. ... .. 8.1 %) 5.9 9.8 8.3 ' ) 8.2 0.8 8.6 ® 3.1 8.4
Family head._______.. ... . .. _____ Il TTTTTmmmTmmTmTTmTTTTTT To1.4 (%) .9 1.8 1.0 ) .6 1.3 5.9 ) 4.1 7.1
Subfamily head...... ... ... . _ T Tt S .8 .5 4 (@ .5 .3 8] @ 0 1.9
Wife of family head.__...____. __ ___ I II7TTTTTTTTTmmmmemT 23 @ 2781 52.20 43.5| () 28.5| 53.5( 30.5| (™ 18.4 39.0
Wife of other family memter___ - 2.6 ) 3.5 2.0 2.2 ) 2.8 2.1 7.0 ) 12.2 1.9
Never-married ebild 1., . T 45.1 U 61.6 | 33.8| 44.6 * 61.6 (| 33.0| 49.2 ) 62.2 41.6
. ' :

} Includes own children

aged 18-21.

of family head and other never-married reiatives

'Not shown for base less tkan 100,000,
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7 of those who did have a high school diploma.
" And among wives aged 20-21, 6 percent of the
high school graduates were in a family with
income that was below the poverty line, compared
with 22 percent of the wives who had not com-
pleted high school.

The prospects for the young ill-educated poor

to better themselves later in life were not good.
The evidence is that income differences between
men with 2 high school diploma and those without
grow greater, not smaller, with age. The young
man with too little education to compete for to-

~ day’s jobs would find it harder and harder to

match earnings with needs as his family respon-
sibilities grew.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

The statistics about the poor presented in this
article constitute merely an interim report. Addi-
tional data now being compiled will tell more
about the complex variables of poverty, but much
is still to be learned about how poor families
manage and what they must do without. We are
still only speculating about the long-term effect
of income deprivation, particularly on the young.

The poverty roster today, for all that it is
shorter than it once was, bespeaks our past failure
to take the steps to end for everyone the scourge
of poverty. The task for today is to differentiate
and provide for the diverse groups among the
poor. Improvement of existing programs for

income support can meet the needs of the old,
the mothers of young children, and the others
who cannot work. For still others it will be better

- employment opportunity that must be provided:
. Eliminating discrimination will resolve some of

the difficulty for the Negro, the woman, and
others now at a disadvantage in the hiring hall.
The long-time concern with the insufficient income
of our rural population should also bring results.

It is significant, however, that every fourth
household counted poor in 1964 was that of a
white man under age 65, not living on a farm.
One out of 5 poor families of two or more mem-
bers belonged to a white man who had worked a
full week every week in the year. And every third
one-person household in poverty represented a
white male worker whose full-time employment
netted him less than the $1,500 it takes to stay
above the stringent poverty line. A whole complex
of new or revised programs may thus be needed
to remedy the situation for the large number
handicapped - not by sex, not by color, not by
age, or even by unemployment—but who never-

" theless live with poverty because they can't earn

enough to support themselves or their family.
And above all there are the children: providing
for all of them, irrespective of the circumstances :

~of their parents, the incentive, the means, and the

possibility for extending education will not only
prevail against the poverty of today but will pay
double dividends for the future. Today’s children
properly attended should see tomorrow’s aged
better off as well.
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Mote About the Poor in 1964

An article in the April 1966 BULLETIN pre-
sented some facts about households in poverty in
1964 comparable to those reported previously for
1963. The present article offers some additional
highlights about the poor in 1964 and some find-
ings about the sources of income’ of poor and

nonpoor households. The discussion of the asso-
ciation between source of income and- poverty.

status begun in this article will be completed in
subsequent issues of the BULLETIN. -

FOR THE Nation’s poor in 1964, as might be
expected, lack of earnings or low level of earn-
ings was a key factor in their situation. House-
holds in poverty, numbering one-fifth of all
~ households, received only 3 percent of all income
from self-employment, wages, or salaries paid
out in the year. On the other hand, members of
poor households received a fourth of all benefits
paid during the year under the old-age, survivors,
disability, and health insurance (OASDHI) pro-

gram and three-fifths of the.combined total of

public assistance and unemployment insurance

payments. Public income-maintenance programs -

generally pay less than the earnings for which
they substitute. Some family units escape poverty
only by virtue of ,the added income from such
programs, while others live in poverty because
they have no resources but these programs.

The 15 million children under age 18, the 5%% .

million persons past age 65, the 114 million
Yyounger women who had to serve both as family

head and homemaker—three groups that by them- -

selves accounted for nearly two-thirds of all per-
sons-counted poor in 1964—could not look to their
own limited earning potential to raise their level
of living. For others who could work it was in-
ability to find or keep a job that held them back;
for still others who were jobholders, it was not

* Office of Research and Statistics. For ofher articles
on the SSA poverty criteria and the characteristics of
the poor, see the Bulletin, January 1965, July 1965, and

April 1966.  Acknowledgment is’ made to the staff of -

the Bureau of the Census who were responsible for the
March 1965 Current Population Survey tabulations used

in this report—in particular, Arno I. Wirard, Frederick -

Cavanaugh, and Jack Reynolds.

* BY MOLLIE ORSHANSKY* -

luck of work, but rather a pay check too small for’
the number of dependents that consigned them’
and their families to poverty or near-poverty
(tables 1 and 2). .

‘Households that could count-on some income A
besides earnings were generally better off than -
those with earnings alone. On the other hand,
those who had to rely for their livelihood solely
on OASDHI, public assistance, or unemployment
insurance would almost invariably know poverty.
Because relatively few persons can count on full-
time steady employment after age 65, it was the
households of the aged that were most affected by
the limited amounts payable under public income-
support programs. But young families who could
not earn enough for their needs were also affected
by the fact that there are fewer programs provid-
ing help for young people than there are for the
aged. . :

"The ill consequences of poverty set in early in
life and last late as well: Children of the poor
were more likely to share a home with others be-
sides their.parents; they would drop out of school
or leave the parental home earlier than youngsters
better off financially. As early as their teens the
children in poverty were already facing difficul-
ties in the job market that presaged the problems
that would plague them later on. In or out of
school they were more likely than children of the
nonpoor to report themselves as out of the labor
force entirely, and when they did look for a job

‘they were less likely to find one.

Some children would begin their encounter with
poverty long before they reached their teens—
because they were growing up in a home without
a father or because their parents had taken on’
family responsibilities while still very young. And
for the child in a nonwhite family it hardly mat-

.tered what his age or circumstances of his parents:

he would be poor as often as not.

THE GEOGRAPHY OF POVERTY

In 1964 as in earlier years the Sqi1th continued: - -
to have lower income than ‘'other ‘parts of the
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country. Southern families with a white man at
the head averaged only 86 percent as much income
for the year as similar families elsewhere and
Southern families headed by women or nonwhite
men had median income no more than three-
fourths that of their counterparts in the other
regions. As a result, a third of the families in the
South were poor or near poor, and one out of
every two families on the Nation’s poverty roster
lived in a Southern State. Of the 214 million
nonwhite families in poverty or low-income status,
2 out.of 3 were in the South (table 2).

Families in the South were more than twice as
likely to be poor as families in the rest of the
country. The difference was greater for families
with a male head than those with a female head,
who tended to be poor wherever they lived, and
for nonwhite families than white familiés. A sixth -
of all white families in the South were poor com-
pared with a tenth of families outside the South,
whereas among nonwhite families more than half
of those in the South and about a fourth of those -
elsewhere had incomes that did not meet the
poverty criterion. ‘ ‘

TaBLE 1.—Poverty status of noninstitutional population in 1964: Number and percent of persons in units with 1964 income
below SSA poverty or low-income level ! by age, sex, race, and family status

[Numbers in thousands: data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively

large where the size of the percentage or size of the total on which the percentage is based is small.
subject to errors of response and nonreporting|

Moreover, as in all field surveys of income the figures are

All persons White Nonwhite
In households with In households with In households with
low income— low income— - low income—"
N 4 tamil Total Total Totlal
ge, sex, and family status nopin- Poor and nopin~ Poor and nonin- . Poor and
f&;;‘;l Poor near poor 2 ?1%:1‘:111 Poor near poor ? tsit;:ll;i Poor Dear poor ?
fation fation fation
ation ation ation
: Per- | Per- Per- | s Per- Per- | Per-
Nblizr:l. cent of '\bl:;:l' cent of Nb“g:" cent of ;\bue?. cent of! Néle‘:" cent of] I\glex:x- cent of
total total -total total total total
Number of persons, total.._...___.. 189,680 {34,050 | 17.9 |49,790 | 26.3 |167,350 [23,.450 | 14.0 136,780 | 22.0 | 22,330 {10,550 | 47.2 {13,020 58.3
Unrelated individuals._._____..__ 12,060 | 5,070 | 42.0 | 5,760 | 47.8 | 10,420 | 4,180 | 40.2 | 4,790 | 46.0 | 1,640 880 | 53.5 970 50.2
Members of family units_._...... 177,620 (28,950 16.3 (44,030 | 24.8 |156,930 {19,270 12.3 (31,990 | 20.41 20,690 | 9,670 | 46.7 12,050 58.2
Children under age 18%._.__._.___..._.. 69.340 114,840 | 21.4 i21.710 { 31.3 | 59.390 | 9.050 | 15.2 {14,800 | 24.9 | 9.950 { 5,790 | 58.2 | 6.910 69.4
Under 6 24,570 { 5,660 23.1 | 8,360 34.0 | 20,760 | 3.420 16.5 ! 5,700 | 27.5 3.810 | 2,250 | 59.0-| 2,660 69.9
6-13 . 31,190 | 6,700 | 21.5| 9,690 | 31.1 | 26,810 | 4,080 15.2 ] 6,580 | 24.6 | 4.380 { 2,620 59.9 | 3,100 70.7
14-17. .} 13,580 | 2,480 | 18.2 3,660 | 26.9 | 11,820 | 1,560 ! 13.2 | 2,510 | 21.2 | 1,760 52.0 | 1,150 65.2
Persons aged 18-254._ .1 18,700 ¢ 2,950 15.8 | 4,490 | 24.0 | 16,460 | 2,050 12.5 | 3,280 19.9 [ 2,240 900 | 40.11{ 1,210 4.1
Unrelated individua 1,160 450 | 38.9 510 43.8 1,010 380 | 37.7 430 | 42.7 150 70 | 46.3 80 53.7
Members of family un: 17,540 | 2,500 14.2 1 3,980 | 22.7 | 15,450 | 1.670 10.8 | 2,850 18.4 | 2,000 ! 830 39.7 | 1,130 54.1
Head......_...... 2,900 560 | 19.4 910 | 31.3 ] 2,5% 410 | 16.0 710 { 27.5 310 |° 150 | 48.1 200 63.5
3 13.4 | 1,130 | 24.2 | 4,270 470 11.1 910 | 21.3 400 150 { 37.5 220 54.3
12.8 | 1,400 | 19.2 | 6,320 540 8.5 870 | 13.7 940 390 | 42.0 530 56.4
14.1 540 | 20.0 | 2,270 250 | 10.9 360 | 15.8 440 130 | 30.7 180 42.4
12.1 112,450 | 18.4 | 60,330 | 5,640 9.419,170 1 15.2 | 7,300 | 2,540 | 34.7 | 3,290 45.0
25.4 11,110 20.3} 2.970 660 | 22.1 7 25.6 780 300 | 37.8 350 43.9
11.3 11,350 17.8 | 57,360 | 4.990 8.7 | 8.410 14.7 1 6,520 | 2,240 | 34.4 | 2,940 45.1
12.4 | 5,930 [ 19.3 | 27,420 | 2,580 9.4 14340 | 158 3,280 | 1,230 | 37.5| 1,600 48.6
9.7 | 4,440 15.8 | 25,570 { 1,980 7.7 | 3,440 13.5 2,480 740 | 29.8 | 1,000 40.5
13.5 970 | 18.9 | 4,370 420 9.7 630 | 14.4 760 270 | 35.4 340 45.0
Persons aged 55-64. . .....oloeeioiann.. 16,620 | 2,680 16,1 | 3,660 1 22.0 | 15,160 ; 2,100 13.8 | 2,930 19.3 1,470 580 | 39.6 730 49.7
Unrelated individuals_. 2,500 910 | 36.5( 1,020 | 40,8 2.220 730 | 33.0 820 | 37.0 290 180 | 61.9 200 68.4
Members of family units. . 14,120 | 1,770 12.5 | 2,640 18.7 1 12,940 | 1,370 10.5 ) 2,110 16.3 1,180 400 34.2 ) 530 45.1
[1:Ys S, 7,450 920 12.4 | 1,320 17.7 840 710 10.3 [ 1,050 | 15.3 600 210 { 35.4. 270 45.8
Wife. .. 5,560 670 12.1 | 1,080 19.5| 5,130 530 10.4 880 17.2 430 140 | 32.0 200 45.5
(017171 SRR 1,120 180 15.7 240 [ 21.6 970 120 | 12.7 180 18.5 150 50 35.4 60 41.5
Persons aged 65orover. ... ... ...o.... 17,380 { 5,360 { 30.8 | 7,490 | 43.1 | 16,020 | 4,620 | 28.8 | 6,610 4.2 1,370 740 | 54.4 890 64.8
Unrelated individuals.. 4,640 | 2,750 | 59.3 | 3,130 | 67.5| 4,230 | 2,420 7.1 12,780 | 85.7 420 330 | 79.7 350 83.5
2,610 [ 20.5 | 4,360 34.2 1 11,790 | 2,200 18.6 | 3,820 | 32.4 950 410 | 43.2 540 56.8
1,480 22.2 | 2,440 38.5 6,130 | 1,220 19.9 | 2,100 { 34.3 550 260 47.7 340 60.8
750 | 22.3|1,340( 39.5| 3.220 680 | 21.0 1,230 | 38.3 170 80 | 46.4 100 62.7
370 | 13.9 580 | 21.8| 2,440 300 | 2. 4900 | 20.0 230 70 | 30.1 90 41.8

1 For deflnition of criteria, see April 19668 Social Security Bulletin, pages

22,
:!Fammes in poverty and families above poverty but below low-income
index.

3 Includes never-married own children of head and all other never-married
relatives under age 18. Excludes 200,000 childrea under age 14 who live with
a family to no member of which they are related.

¢ Includes heads, wives, and other ever-married relatives under age 18.

5 Includes 69,000 unrelated individuals aged 14-17, of whom 67,000 had
incomes below SSA poverty level in 1964 and the remaining 2,000 were
above poverty but below low-income level.

Note: Numbers in this report based on actual counts of individusl persons -

in the households sampled, weighted, and aggregated by family weights
with units then adjusted by Bureau of the Census procedures to conform
to known population characteristics, such as age, sex, and race. Group
totals may therefore differ slightly from corresponding totals in other tables
based on person rather than family weights. The counts of persons in
families may also differ slightly from those derived from distributions of
family units with an estimated average number assumed for units including
7 or more persons or & or more related children under age 18.

Source: Derived from special tabulations of the Current Population
Survey, March 1965, prepared by the Bureau of the Census for the Social *
Security Administration.

95



'l:A);LE 2.—Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and

poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other spacified characteristics

Numters in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are there:
arge where the size of the total on which the percentage is based Issmall. Moreover, as in ali tield
and nonreporting]

percent of families wi

th income below the SSA‘ :

fore subject to sampling variability that may be felaéivéiy
surveys of income the figures are subject to errors of response

Families with female head

All families Families with male head
With low income With low income With low income
Characteristic .
Poor and Poor and : Poor and
. Total | TBEPOOr | 105y boor! Total | TbePoor | ;i boort | Total | The poor near poor !
i) . .
Num-| Per- |Num-| Per- Num-| Per- | Num-| Per- Num-| Per- [Num-| Per- -
ber | cent | ber | cemt ber | cent ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent
All families
g XY DU 47,835 { 6,832 | 14.2 {10,685 | 22.2 | 42,829 | 5,000 | 11.7 8,302 | 19.4 | 5,006 {1,832 ] 36.6 | 2,363 47.2
Residence: . . oot . -
Nonfarm...... oo oo, 44,737 | 5,048 | 13.3 | 9,490 | 21.2 | 39,910 | 4,189 | 10.5 7,216 ) 18.1| 4,827 1,759 | 36.6 | 2,274 47.3
RFBI'm--' .............................. 3,008 884 | 27.6 1,175 | 36.8| 2,019 811 ;:27.1 (1,08 | 38.3| _ 179 73| 38.2 © 89| - 44.9
ace: . )
White...... e ccccmemmmaae———— 43,081 | 4,056 | "11.5 | 8,237 [ 19.1 | 39,200 | 3,831 9.8 16,700 | 17.1| 3,881 | 1,125 29.0( 1,537 39.6
ANoantVlhitg ............................ 4,754 | 1,876 | 39.1 2,428 { 50.7 | 3,620 1,169 | 32.0{1,602) 44.0 | 1,125 707 | 62.7 826 73.2

ge of head: .

14-24 19.4 914 | 31.4) 2,703 413 | 15.4 733 ] 27.4 228 1551 67.3 . 181 78.6
3 14.9 [ 2,176 | 23.4| 8,528 938 { 11.0 | 1,649 [. 19.3 729 446 | 61.0 527 71.7

12.6 | 2,173 19.4 | 10,004 927 [ 9.2 1,589 | 15.8| 1,147 487 | 43.5 584 "52.1
10.1 {1,620 | 15.6 273 763 8.2 11,198 | 12.8 998 283 | 27.9 424 41.9
12.4 329 17.8 ( 86, 768 11,571,082 16.3 814 1891 19.4 247 30.4
22.2 12,453 | 36.5.| 5,638 | 1,191 21.2 (2,053 | 36.5] 1,09 302 27.5 400 36.4
14.1 13,606 [ 23.0 | 13,409 | 1,625 | 12.1 {2,770 | 20.7 2,304 589 | 26.0 836 37.1
10.0 | 1,616 ;" 16.0 { 8,885 664 7.5 11,1186 | 12.6 | 1,180 350.1 29.0 500 41.3
10.3 | 1,478 16.1 8,538 857 7.7 1,140 | 13.4 599 290 | . 46.7 338 54.2
14.0 | 1,324 { 21.4 3,800 625 10.9 ).1,038 | 18.0 424 240 | 39.1 286 70.1
17.4 918 | 27.3 064 442 | 14.1 L7551 4.1 220 144 | 64.8 163 72.8
34.5)1,723 | 49.4 ] 3,153 987 | 30.9) 1,483} 46.4 279 219 77.5 240 84.8
11.7 3,723 | 19.1 | 17,446 | 1,894 | 10.9{ 3,155 | 18:2 | 2,113 388 | 18.0 568 26.5
10.3 | 1,550 17.4 804 586 7.5 | 1,030 13.2 1,094 334 30.7 520 47.9
11.2 [ 1,8077] 17.9 | 7,617 622 8.1 11,114 14.5 722 321 46.5 393 57.0
16.7 11,343 { 24.6 ] 4,989 618 | 12.5| 1,008 | 20.3 448 295 | 62.9 3335 71.0
22.4 973 | 34.1 | 2,531 420 | 18.5 <31 28.7 ~301 219 [ 74.9 242 82.3
34.3 It 50.4 1,304 396 | 29.6 821 | 46.4 | 151 118} 77.58 132 86.5
46.9 816 | 61.6 ) 1,138 464 | 40.6 643 [ 36.3 177 1 "157 | 88.5 173 96.9
9.1 1,927 15.9 | 10,628 745 6.9 | 1,441 13.4 1,285 360 | 27.9 486 37.5
11.7 1 2,491 18.5 1 12,233 | 1,154 9.5 1,957 16.0 | 1,230 424 | 34.8 534 43.6
22.5 (4,831 | 33.2 12,838 ) 2,516 19.5] 3.844 ‘29.8 | 1,663 77 46.8 987 59.6
11.0 { 1,416 | 18.1 | 7,130 585 8.411,060 | 15.2 828 275 | 33.3 356 43.0
11.7 1 8,302 | 19.4 ] 42,829 5,000 | " 11.7 | 8,302 | 19.4 2) (2 -1 O™ ()

11.5 | 7,992 10.2 | 41,647 | 4,773 11.517,992} 19.2 ) * (3) [ (?)

5.911,45¢] 10.6 113,647 808! 591,454 | 106 (3 () Q] (%) (3

14.21 6,538 | 23.4 [ 28,000 | 3,965 |- 14.2 6,538 23.4| (0 [Q] [Q] @ f{ @

19.1 310§ 26.1 1,182 1. 227 19.1 310 | 26.1 () ) () () (®)

36.6 | 2,363 | 47.2 ® ® ® @ @ 5,006 ) 1,832 ( 38.6 | 2,363 47.2

d occupation
of head, March 1965: o : :
Employed... .. ... ... 37,874 | 3,633 9.516,020 | 15.9 | 35,456 | 3,080 8.7 (5,208 | 14.7 | 2,418 553 | 22.9 823 34.2
Professionsl and technical workers.| 4,82 107 2.2 2541 53 4,592 96 2.1 2231 - 4.9 21 .11 4:8 31 13.9
Farmers and farm managers........ 1, 569 | 29.2 768 | 39.4 ] 1,853 549 { 29.0 743 | 39.3 40 20 (O] 25 ®
Managers, officials, and proprietors |- ~~o . .
(except farm)_...._............| 5,037 | " 3467 -5.9 585 9.6 5,778 326 5.7 833 9.4 159 20{ 11.0 32 18.6
Clerical and sales workers. 51181 215 4.2 448 8.7 4,318 136 3.1 314 7.2 802 79| .10.3 134 17.4
Craftsmen and foremen. . . 7. 5.2 758 10.5| 7,208 370 5.2 749 | 10.5 27 3 ) 9 Q]
.10.2 11,349 | . 18.0 | 7,036 686 9.7 ['1,217 | 17.2 407 80 1 20.1 132 33.0
17.8 843 | 29.3| 2,127 197 9.1 (. 409 19.0 726 314 44,1 434 61.0
57.0 178 | 66.5 17 3 ) .3 ) 254 150 | 60.2 175 70.4

28.6 [ 1,044 ) 40.0 ] 2,548 720 ( 28.1 1,018 ] 39.7 26 26 ) 26 )
25.8 438 | 36.3 1,080 | - 231 21.8 344 | 32.2 131 821 60.0 94 ' 69.0
32.9) 4,198 | 48.0 1293 | 1,689 | 27.0 12,752 43.9( 2,457 ) 1,107 | 48.3 1,446 58.3
10.7 | 7,030 | -17.4 | 37,495 | 3,539 9.4 ( 5,931 15.8 | 2,788 803 [ 28.8 [ 1,099 39.4
- 9.1]5,7 15.3 1 35,542 | 2,049 8.315048) 14.2( 2,192 509 | 23.2 735 33.6
50-52 weeks....._. 30,705 | 2,104 6.8 | 3,650 11.9 271 11,904 6.513,333| ‘11.4 1,434 200 13.9 317 2.1
. 4049 weeks. ... 1440 410 | 11.9 714 20.7( 3,192 361'] 11.3 617 | 19.3 248 491 19.9 97 39.2
39 weeks or less_.____ 3,589 944 | 26.2 | 1,419 39.5./ 3,079 684 1 22.2 | 1,008 35.7 510 260 { 50.9 321 63.0
Worked at 2,549 884 ( 34.6 11,247 48.9 1,953 590 | 30.2 883 | 45.3 596 294 | 49.3 364 61.0
50-52 weeks._...______ 1,011 200 | 28.6 48 | 4.2 787 197 1 25.0 318 | 40.4 <224 93 ¢ 41.5 1301 57.9
49 weeks or less___ 1, 504 | 38.5 799 52.0 1,168 393 | 33.7 48.8 372 201 54.0 234 62.9

Did not work in 1964 6,695 | 2,360 { 35.3 ] 3,353 50.0 [ 4,477 | 1,340 | .29.9 ( 2,089 | 46.7 2,218 { 1,029 | 46.4 | 1,264 57.0
Il or disabled. 1,575 740 | 46.9 039 59.6 1 1, 576 | 44.3 7571 58.4 278 184 | 59.4 182 85.8
Keei)lng house....__ 1,638 738 1 45.1 911 55.8 ® (O] (*) ) [& 1,638 738 | 5.1 911 | °85.8
Could not find work. 191 98 | 50.7 110 57.7 1 -85 51.0 74 58.3 . 63 31 3 36 ® .

therreasons....___. 3,201 795 { 24.1 (1,393 ] 42.3| 3,05 699 | 22.9 | 1,258 | 41.2 241 “96°] 39.8 135 *56.3
Reason worked part of year . ) : : i . '
Looking for work 3,874 852 | 21.9( 1,293} 33.3 3,837 741 20:4 11,148 | 31.8 237 111 46.8 145 61.3
Il or disabled. . 1,415 3191 22.5) 473 | 33.4 1,276 277 | 21.7 308 | 31.2 139 42| 30.4 75} " 53.9
Keeping house. 619 316 | S51.1 379§ 61.3 *) ® (2 2) ® 619 318 51.1 79 61.3
Other reasons......_.._ 2,659 481 17.3 787 | 29.6 | 2,524 420 | 16.6 7 29.1 135 41 30.3 53 39.4

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 2.—Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and percent of families with income below the SSA
poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other specified characteristics——Continued

{Numbers in thousands: data sré estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively
arge where the size of the total on which the percentage is based is smuall.  Moreover, as in all fleld surveys of income the figures are subject to errors of response

and nonreporting]
All white families White families with male head White families with female head
With low income - With low income With low income
Characteristic
Poor and Poor and Poor and
Total | The poor near poor ! | Total | The poor near poor ! | Total | The poor near poor !
Num-| Per- | Num-{ Per- Num-| Per- | Num-{ Per- Num-| Per- | Num-;| Per-
ber | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent
All white families
Total. e neneececencncccracsesanan 43,081 | 4,956 | 11.5( 8,237 ( 19.1] 39,200 | 3,831 9.8|6,700 | 17.1] 3,881 | 1,125 29.0 | 1,537 39.6
Residence: ‘ )
Nonfarm. .. ..oo.cecceraacaaccaaccanan 40,268 | 4,280 | 10.6 | 7,291 18.1 | 38,520 { 3,190 8.815,8M | 159 | 3,746 {1,000 29.2| 1,489 39.9
2,815 676 | 23.2 946 | 32.5| 2, 641 | 23.2 808 { 32.3 135 35| 22.3 48 3.1
2,609 416 | 16.0 T4 | 27.5 1 2,467 333 | 13.6 611 | 24.9 142 83| 60.0 103 75.0
11.1 (1,589 | 19.3| 7,737 658 8.5 (1,275 16.5 465 254 | 54.1 314 66.6
9.6 {1,586 | 159 | 9,137 660 7.211,220 | 13.4 829 295 | 38.2 386 4.8
7.911,18 ! 12.7] 8,467 587 6.5 0 | 10.8 797 178 1 22.0 285 35.4
10.3 | 1,049 | 15.3| 8,157 608 9.9 874 | 14.2 695 103 | 14.4 175 24.8
19.9 (2,114 ] 34.3| 5,23511,0015] 19.5| 1,820 | 34.9 953 212 | 22.4 294 31.0
12,9 {3,086 | 21.6 12,360 | 1,392 | 11.3 12,430 | 19.7| 1,958 448 | 23.8 856 34.6
. 8.3 |1.274| 13.8| 8.208 545 6.8 948 | 11.5 939 22} 2.6 326 33.2
8.1 (1,119 13.3 7.984 566 6.4 901 11.3 451 182 | 38.9 218 468.5
11.0 995§ 17.81 5,378 488 9.2 833 | 15.7 277 128 | 47.7 162 60.5
12.5 656 | 22.3 | 2,749 304 | 10.8 5771 20.6 130 651 49.5 i 60.0
25.0 1 1,107 | 41.0 | 2,541 506 | 23.2 | 1,011 39.3 128 80 63.3 93 75.6
10.8 | 3,243 18.0 | 16,164 | 1,634 10.1 } 2,782 17.3 1.863 310 16.4 461 2¢.3
8.4 (1,188 | 4.8} 7,150 457 6.4 8! 11.8 849 215 | 25.8 359 43.3
8,711,113 14.5| 7,080 472 6.6 873 12.3 528 195 | 38.0 240 46.8
13.3 {1,010 | 20.7 | 4.610 47 10.4 803 17.8 299 178 54.7 207 64.4
16.6 710 | 28.6| 2,268 202 12.7 571 24.9 189 120 67.2 139 77.8
27.2 540 | 44.1 1,113 283 | 24.8 479 | 41.9 79 50 ® 61 3
31.8 433 | 49.3 815 220 27.4 363 | 45.2 76 59 (3) I RTR O]
8.2 {1,663 14.8 | 10,003 662 6.5 1,202 12.8% 1,064 261 24.1 371 34.4
10.5 133 17.0 | 11,536 | 1,029 8.9 1,768 15.3 995 288 1 29.3 365 37.1
16.3 { 3.210 | 26.4 | 11,043 { 1,639 14.8 | 2,698 | 24.5| 1,108 351 32.0 511 46.3
................................. 10.0 { 1,231 17.0| 6,618 501 7.7 941 14.5 714 2251 31.3 290 40.4
........................... 9.8 | 6,700 17.1 | 39,200 | 3,831 9.8 | 6,700 17.1 Q] (?) (1) (%) ®
- 666 0.6 16,4651 16.9| 38,172 | 3,666 9.6 ) 6,465} .16.9 (?) (?) ) %) )
Wife in paid labor force.... -] 12,048 493 4.1 940 7.8 | 12,045 493 4.1 7.8 (1) *) (1) (O] (3)
Wife not in paid labor force......| 26,127 | 3,173 12.2 ] 5,525} 21.2 | 26,127 | 3,173 | 12.2) 5,525 21.2 Q) g 2 () ()
Other marital status....... .] 128 185 16.2 235 | 22.9 1,0 165 16.2 22.9 () ® (&3] {3) [Q)]
Female head.. ... .. ... ........... 3,881 | 1,125 ] 29.0 | 1,537 | 39.6 ¢ (O] [U)] ® * 3.881 (1,125 | 20.0 1,537 39.6
Employment status and occupation :
of head, March 1585: .
Employed. ... iaaaaaaan 34,371 } 2,530 7.3 | 4.510 13.1§ 32,509 | 2,243 6.9 | 4,041 12.4 1,862 287 15.4 469 25.4
Professional and technical workers.| 4,588 95 2.1 237 5.21 4,38 84 1.9 211 4.8 203 11 5.5 26 13.1
Farmers and farm managers........ 1,790 486 | 26.3 674 | 36.6{ 1,754 470 | 26.3 853 | 36.6 36 16| @ 21 @)
Managers, officials, and proprietors .

(except farm)....c.ccceecencanan 5,709 315 5.5 528 9.1 | 5,647 300 5.4 498 8.9 152 15 8.9 27 17.0
Clerical and sales workers.. .| 4.878 188 3.8 390 7.9 | 4,143 120 2.9 276 6.6 738 68 9.8 114 16.3
Craftsmen and foremen.. .| 6.885 208 4.3 644 9.4 6,842 296 4.4 636 9.4 23 2 () )
Operatives. _......_.... .| 6,523 535 8.1 991 15,0} 6,196 486 7.8 605 { 14.4 327 49 ! 14.8 28.5
Service workers, total_.___. .| 2,088 217 10.4 438 | 20.9 1,713 162 5.8 262 15.0 375 118} 32.5 178 49.3

Private household worke! - 83 321 ™ 2| (3 12 0 0 0 0 7 2] @ 27 &
Laborers (except mine)..... - 1,840 396 | 21.4 611 | 33.1 1,829 385 21.1 600 | 32.8 11 11 ®) 11 )
Unemployed. ... ...... . 989 188§ 19.2 202 | 29.9 907 151§ 18.9 244 | 27.4 82 37 ¢) 48| &)
Not in labor force ¢_. . 7.721 [ 2,238 | 28.913,435] 44.3 | 5,784 | 1,437 24.9% 2,415 | 41.8| 1,937 801 | 40.7 | 1,020 51.8
‘Work experience of head: & . . -
Worked in 1964___ ... .. .cceoeciaoaee. 36,384 | 2,979 8.2 15,229 | 14.3| 34,280 ) 2,367 7.5 4,608 | 13.4| 2,084 412 | 19.8 621 29.8
Worked at full-time jobs. -1 34,206 | 2,409 7.0 | 4,349 | 12.6 | 32,628 { 2,149 6.6 13,8385 | 12.0| 1,670 260 | 15.6 414 24.8
50-52 weeks....__... o] 28,234 | 1,494 532,787 9.7 | 27,111 1 1,416 5.2 | 2,605 9.8 1,123 78 7.0 152 13.5
4049 weeks. ... .| 3,036 255 8.4 514 18.9 ,858 228 8.0 456 16.0 181 27 15.2 58 31.8
39 weeks or less_.____ .1 3,028 660 | 21.8 11,078} 35.5| 2,660 58| 19.0 874 | 32.8 366 158 1 42.3 204 55.8
‘Worked at part-time jobs. . .| 2,688 570 | 27.6 880 | 42.5 1,654 418 | 25.4 673 | 40.7 414 152 ; 36.8 207 50.0
. 50-52 weeks......... - 8238 181 | 21.9 310 | 37.8 676 141 | 20.9 240 | 35.5 149 40 | 26.6 70 46.8
49 weeksorless___._ ... __.._._.._. 1,243 389 ) 31.4 570 | 45.8 978 277 | 28.5 433 44.3 265 112 | 42.5 137 51.8
Did not workin 1964................. 59281 1,863 | 31.4 2,768 | 46.7{ 4,131 | 1,150 | 27.9 | 1,852 | 44.8 1,797 7131 39.6 916 51.0
Ilordisabled.. ... ooueuconamcaaes 1,330 559 | 42.2 730 | 55.61 1,147 477 | 41.7 639 | 55.8 183 82| 44.8 100 4.5
Keepinghouse. ... .cocao... ,363 541 | 39.7 687 { 50.5 () ) (O] ) (%) 1,363 541 | 39.7 687 50.5
Could not ind work. . ... ........ 137 61 4.1 74 53.9 40 (%) 49 ) 44 21 ®) 25 *)
Other reasons._ ... .. cecoacncccncaae 3,008 702 | 22.7 1,268 | 40.9 | 2,801 633 | 22.0( 1,164 | 40.2 207 69 { 33.1 104 50.3
Reason worked par
Looking for work......cceeeuea. eeae) 3,287 5861 17.1 928 | 28.3( 3,111 53| 16.2 845 | 27.2 15 531 34.2 83
Ill or disabled 1,172 214 | 18.4 R84 28.8| 1,084 108 | 18.3 304 | 28.0 88 18 [Q) H @)
- Keeping house - 469 200 | 42.7 249 53.2 ) ) (t) ® (2) 469 200 { 42.7 249 £3.2
Other reasons. | 2,397 34 14.0 647 | 28.9 | 2,208 309 13.5 614 | 26.7 99 23 ¢) 33 *)

See footnotes at end of table.
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TabLE 2.—Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and percent of families with income below the SSA
poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other specified characteristics—Continued : .

{Numbers in thousands; data are estimates detiveﬁ from a sample survey of households and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relatively
large where the size of the total on which the percentage is based is small.” Moreover, as in all field surveys of income the figures are subject to errors of response

and nonreporting)

All nonwhite families Nonwhite families with male head | Nonwhite families with female head
With low income With low income With low income
Characteristic Poor and - Poor and P
oor and
Total | The poor near poor ! | Total | The poor near poor! | Total [ T 1€ poor near poor !
‘ Num-{ Per- | Num-| Per- Num-| Per- | Num-{ Per- Num-| Per- { Num-| Per-
ber |.cent | ber cent ber | cent ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent
' All nonwhite families
Tot8l e ecaaeanae 4,754 {1,876 | 39.1| 2,428} 50.7 | 3,629 | 1,169 32.0 11,602 | 44.0 | 1,125 707 | 62.7 826 73.2
Residence: . :
Nonfarm. . ..o 4,471 | 1,868 37.0 | 2,199 | 48.8| 3,3% 999 | 29.3 1,414 | 41.5 1,081 669 | 62.0 785 72.6
2 8 | 73.5 229 | 81.0 239 170 | 72.7 188 | 80.1 4 38 ® 41 ®
322 152 | 48.1 200 | 63.4 236 80 | 35.9 122 55.1 86 72 Q] 78 Q)
1,055 472 | 44.4 587 55.2 791 280 | 35.1 374 46.9 264 192 | 73.2 213 80.9
1,185 459 | 37.7 587 48.3 867 267 | 29.4 369 40.7 318 192 63.2 218 71.7
1,007 311 30.2 435 | 42.3 806 206 | 25.2 296 | 36.2 201 105 50.3 139 66.7
645 216 { 35.6 280 46.2 526 160 | 32.3 2081 41.9 119 36 51.3 72 66.3
540 266 47.5 339 60.7 403 176 43.3 233 57.3 137 90 59.1 106 70.0
1,397 374 | 26.6 5201 37.2 ] 1,049 233 | 22.4 340 | 32.7 348 1411 38.9 180 50.8
898 247 28.9 342 40.1 657 119 19.0 188 7.1 241 128 56.5 174 76.2
7! 259 | 35.0 359 | 48.6 574 151 25.8 239 41.1 148 108 | 70.2 120 77.2
569 249 1 42.3 329 585.7 422 1371 30.6 205 | 45.7 147 112 80.6 124 88.3
405 | 217 52.1 262 62.7. 315 138 | 42.6 178 54.9 90 79 %) 54 3)
............................. 763 530 [ 67.4 616 8.3 612 391 62.3 472 75.2 151 139 | 88.8 144 92.1
................................. 1,532 338 | 22.5 480 | 32.2 1,282 260 | 21.0 373 | 30.0 250 T 30.1 107 43.2
899 248 | 27.8 362 | 40.2 854 129 | 20.2 201 31.4 245 1191 463 181 62.8
733 276 | .37.3 394 53.2 537 150 { 26.8 241 42.9 196 126 71.0 153 86.3
528 264 47.2 9.5 ° 379 145 | 35.4 205 50.3 149 119 80.7 128 85.3
375 227 60.6 263 70.3 263 128 | 49.2 160 62.1 112 99 | 86.9 103 89.3
263 181 66.8 213 78.7 191 1131 57.4 142 72.3 72 68 [Q N 71 Q)
. 6 or more . 424 342 76.6 383 85.9 323 244 71.5 280 82.4 101 98} 93.5| "103 97.4
' Region: ! :
Northeast 846 182 | 21.3 264 | 30.9 625 83 12.9 149 | 23.8 221 99| 46.5 115 52.8
2617 28.7 358 | 39.4 697 125 | 18.8 189 | 28.7 235 136 | 56.2 169 69.7
1,209 | 53.8 | 1,621 7.3 1,795 877 | 47.6 | 1,145 62.0 535 422 74.9 4768 85.2
134§ 21.9 185 | 30.2 512 16.7 119 | 23.9 114 S0 46.3 86 60.0
Malehead. .. ... ... ..__... 3,629 | 1,189 | 32.0§ 1,602 | 44.0 | 3,620 | 1,169 | 32.0 | 1.602 | 44.0 (%) Q) Q] (4] (%)
Married, wife present._... .| 3.4751 1,107 | 31.8} 1,527 43.9 | 3.475] 1,107 | 31.8 ) 1,527 43.9 (*) ) (?) Q) (*)
Wife in paid lahor force.. .. 1,602 315 19.5 514 | 32,0 1,602 315 19.5 514 1 32.C (2) (2) (0] @) *)

. Wife not in paid labor force.. 1,873 792 ¢ 42.3 1,003 54.2| 1,873 7! 42.3 11,013 | 54.2 *) (%) * ) *
Other marital status. .. 1 62 | 37.3 75| 45.2 154 62| 37.3 B 452 @) @) @) ) @)
Femalc head. .. .....__.. 1,125 707 | 62.7 826 | 73.2 O] @ ) ?) ® 1,125 707 62.7 826 73.2

. Employment status and -
of head, March 1965: .
3,503 11,1031 31.1 11,519 42.81 2,047 837 | 28.1)1,165| 39.2 556 266 | 46.8 ] 354 62.4
235 4.9 17 7.1 7 12 5.6 5.6 28 0 0 5 ®)
Farmers and farm managers. 103 78.5 94 88.6 99 79 (O] O] 4 4 3 4 )
Manaeers, officials, and propr -

(except farm).______ 138 31 21.1 40.] 27.5 131 26 19.4 35| 26.2 7 5 ™ 5 Q)
Clerical and sales worke - 240 g 10.8 581 23.8 173 16 9.1 38| 22.0 87 11 ® 20 @)
Craftsmen and foremen. . 368 751 19.8 - 114 30.0 364 74| 20.0 113 | 30.4 4 1 8] 1 )
Operatives. ......___... . 920 231 26.1 358 | 40.5 840 200 | 25.1 3i27 39.3 80 31 (%) 46 3)
Service workers, total..__ - 765 294 7.6 405 51,9 414 9 | 22.7 147 1 34.8 351 199 | 56.2 § 258 3.1

Private household work - 188 120 | 66.7|. 136 | 75.6 5 ¢) 3 (&) 183 118 | 67.2 133 76.3
Laborers (except mine)... - L34 350 46.0 433 57.0 719 335 | 45.0 418 56.1 15 15 *) 15 )
.Unemploved........._... - 222 125 53.4 146 62.6 173 44.4 100 55.6 49 45 (%) 46 ®

Not in labor force * 1,029 648 64.4 763 5.9 509 252 | 50.9 337 68.1 520 396 7.7 1426 83.8

Work experience of head: * - . :

" Worked in1964... .. .__ ... ...__.. 3,018 ) 1,363 | 34.3 1,801 45.8] 3,215 972 | 29.8 | 1,323:] .41.2 704 391 55.2 478 67.8

Worked at full-time joks. .1 3,438 | 1,049 | 39.0 | 1,434 41.6 | 2,916 800 27.01{ 1,113 38.1 522 249 | 47.4 321 61.5

. 90-52 weeks. . ......_ . 2,471 610 24.3 863 | 36.0 | 2,160 488 | 22.2 728 | 33.7 311 122 | 38.9 165 52.8
4049 weeks..:. 404 155 { 38.0 200 49.5 | | 7 133 | 39.0 (. 161 47.6 67 22 (3) 39 )

39 weeksorless... ..... 284 | 49.9 341 69.6 419 179 | 42.2 224 53.7 144 105 72.6 17 81.1

Worked at part-time jobs 481 314 64.6 367 76.3 299 172 56.9 210 70.7 182 142 77.6 157 |- 85.8
50-52 weeks._..______... . 186 109 58.3 138 74.1 111 56 50.0 Kt 70.2 75 53 %) 60 ®)

49 weeks or less..... 295 205 | 68.6 229 | 77.7 188 116 | 61.0 132 | 70.9 107 89 | 82 97 89.9

Did not work in 1964 767 56 | 65.2 585 75.9 -346 190 { 53.4 237 | 68.3 421 316 75.2 348 82.3
Il or disabled...._. 245 181 72.7 200 81.4 152 | . 99| 63.5- 118 7.4 93 82 ) 82 )

Keeping house..____. 275 197 1.4 224 | 80.8 () ?) %) [0} () 275 197 71.4 224 80.8
Could not find work. 55 (%) 36 [Q 35 25 (3) 25 (3) 19 10 3) 11 3
Other reasons 193 93| 146.6 125 | 64.4 159 66 | 39.7 94| 58.7 34 27 ) 31 ()

Reason worked part of year: X :

Looking for work 607 296 | 48.2 365 { 60.4 526 238 | 4.8 303 | 57.7 81 58 (%) 62 3)
Ill or disabled.... . 243 108 | 42.6 12 §5.2 192 791 40.7 94 | 49.0 51 26 ¥) 41 3)

Keeping house. .. - 150 116 77.3 130 | 86.4 2) @ . 2) *) (1) 150 116 7.3 130 86.4
Other reasons........_... . 262 .0 127 | 47.7 140 | 53.8 226 111 ] 48.2 120 |- 83.5 36 16 ) 20 ®

See footnotes at end of table.
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The current statistics on poverty merely point.
up more sharply the low-income position nf the
South already suggested by data previously avail-
able. Under prevailing State standards, in order
to qualify for public assistance, a family in the
South must usually have less income than families

elsewhere. Despite this fact, a relatively larger
share of the population of the South than of other
parts of the country is on the assistance rolls. In
December 1964, for example, 209 out of every
1,000 persons aged 65 or older in the Southern
States were receiving old-age assistance. In the

TasLe 2.—Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and percent of families with income below the SSA
poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other specified characteristics—Continued

[Numbers in thousands: data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households and are therefore suhject to sampling variability that may be relatively

large where the size of the total on which the percentage is based is smatl.

Moreover, as in all field surveys of income the figures are subject to errors of response

and nonreporting}

All families Families with male head Families with female head
With low income - With low income With low income
Characteristic
Poor and Poor and Poor and
Total | The poor near poor ! | Total | The poor near poor ! | Total | The poor near poor !
Num-{ Per- | Num-{ Per- Num-| Per- | Num-| Per- Num-| Per- { Num-| Per-
ber | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent
With head a year-round, full-time worker $
Total. ot 30,705 | 2,104 6.8 | 3.650 11.9 § 29,271 | 1,904 6.5 | 3.333 11.4 1,434 200 13.9 317 22.1
Residence: )
Nonfarm. ..., 28.466 | 1,560 5.41 2,928 10,2 27,064 | 1,370 5.0-] 2,621 9.6 1,402 190 13.6 397 22.1
R Farm. . e 2.239 544 | 24.1 72| 31.9| 2,297 834 ] 24.0 nzi 3.9 32 10 [O] 10 ¢)
ace:

White . . e 28.234 | 1,494 5.3 2,757 9.7} 27.111 | 1.416 5.2 | 2.605 9.6 1,123 78 7.0 152 13.5

Nonwhite ... ... 2,471 610 | 24.3 893 | 38.0} 2,160 488 | 22.2 28| 33.7 31 122 | 38.9 165 52.8

Age of head:
136 9.0 258 17.1 1.467 130 8.8 252 17.1 32 6 (3) 8 ®)
572 8.5 11,035 15.3 ] 6,474 519 7.9 944 14.5 222 331 23.9. 91 41.3
583 6.7 | 1,051 12.1 8,276 510 8.2 939 11.3 428 3 17.1 112 26.4
430 5.4 734 9.2 7,496 383 5.1 656 8.7 437 47 10.8 7! 18.0
295 6.0 446 9.0 | 4,640 287 8.1 431 9.2 251 8 3.4 18 8.3

88 8.3 126 11.8 988 It 7.6 112 11.2 13 3) 14 *)

329 4.3 522 6.8 | 6,858 286 4.1 444 6.4 724 43 5.9 78 10.9
243 3.8 435 6.5 6,299 21n 3.3 361 5.7 378 33 8.7 T4 19.7
334 4.8 66 8.8| 6,700 307 4.5 565 8.4 140 27 1.4 41 20.6
390 8.2 684 14.4 4,621 354 7.6 639 13.7 90 36 (6] 435 ¢)
270 | 10.5 480 | 18.9 | 2.511 245 9.7 453 { 17.9 53 251 @) 36 (3)
538 | 22.8 914 | 38.8| 2,282 5621 21.8 871 | 37.8 49 3% 1 3 43].®

Number8 of related children under

18:

385 3.8 609 6.0 9,458 335 3.7 552 5.8 - 839 30 4.7 57 9.0

233 3.7 447 7.1 5,03 212 3.6 393 6.6 370 21 5.8 54 14.7

365 5.7 656 10.3 | 6,118 325 5.3 585 9.5{. 212 40 18.9 71 33.8

354 8.6 628 15.3{ 3,993 325 8.1 591 14.7 86 29 3) 37 *)

269 { 12,6 493 | 23.3| 2,033 298| 31.1 451 | 22.0 67 0 @ 42 )

233 | 22.9 424 41.5 976 210 21.4 391 39.7 34 23 Q] 33 (3)
RG [+ 14U+ { - I 818 285 32.1 393 47.5 792 248 | 31.1 370 16.2 26 17 ) 23 ®

egion:

Northeast. . ... ... ..... 8,122 269 3.3 559 6.8 | 7,751 245 3.1 516 6.6 371 24 6.6 43 11.6

9.008 525 5.8 932 10.2 | 8,661 498 5.7 872 1.0 347 27 7.9 60 17.4

....... 8,871 | 1,18 12.4 | 1,782 19.9 | 8,423 9851 11.6{ 1,616 19.0 48 123 | 27.5 166 37.4

4,704 202 4.2 377 8.0 4,436 176 3.9 329 7.4 268 26 9.6 48 18.2
29,271 | 1,904 6.5]3.333 | 11.4 20,271 { 1,904 6.5}3.333] 11.4 ) ® () ] )
28,674 | 1,865 6.4 | 3,266 11.3 | 28,674 | 1,865 6.4 | 3,266 11.3 ) (%) *) (¢ )
9,832 328 3.3 654 6.6 | 9,832 328 3.3 654 6.0 () D@ () ()
18,842 | 1,537 8.112,612°] 13.7| 18,842 | 1,537 8.1 2,612 13.7 (%) *) ) (2) )
597 39 8.5 67 11.1 597 39 6.5 67 11.1 ) 3 ) * [Q]
...... 1,434 2001 13.9| 317} 22.1 () () ®) @) ®) 1,434 200 [ 13.9 317 22.1
Employment status
of head, March 1965: .

Employed. .. oo 30,273 | 2,028 6.6 3,550 ) 11.6 | 28,889 | 1,840 6.3 3,245 | 11.1] 1,384 188 | 13.7 305 22.
Professional and technical workers.| 4,042 74 1.8 148 3.6 | 3,908 71 1.8 142 3.6 136 3 2.1 8 4.2
Farmers and farm managers_..._... 1,589 450 | 28.1 5921 36.9| 1,572 441 | 27.9 583 | 38.8 17 9 ) 9 ®)
Managers, officials, and proprietors -

(except farm)___.__.__.__._..... 5,255 276 | - 5.2 453 8.5 5.15 268 3.2 437 8.4 104 8 8.2 16 15.1
Clerical and sales workers 4.374 104 2.3 271 6.2 3,815 - 81 2.1 216 5.6 559 23 4.1 55 10.0
Craftsmen and foremen. 5,723 156 2.7 394 6.81 5,704 156 2.7 392 6.8 1 19 0 0 2 )
Operatives............ 5,701 37 6.6 763 13.3 5,476 353 6.4 712 12.9 225 24 10.8 51 22.9
Service workers, total__.. 1,995 238 | 11.8 424 21.0| 1,677 120 7.1 22 ] 15.5 318 118 | 37.4 162 51.4

Private houschold workers. 108 5 | 51.3 63 | 57.9 11 0 0 0 0 97 56 (6] 63 )
Laborers (except mine). .. 1,594 353 | 21.9 5051 31.4 1,588 35 21.8 501 31.2 6 3 3 4 *)

Unempioyed........... - 211 29 13.8 41 19.1 2 26 13.0 38 18.5 9 3 Q] 3 3)

Notinlaborforce ¢ ... ..o ... 221 47 | 20.8 59 | 26.4 130 331 20.8 5| 27.7 41 9 ) 9 ™)

' Familles in poverty and families above poverty but below low-income 3 Not shown for base less than 100,000. <

index.
z Not applicable.

¢ Includes families with head in Armed Forces in March 1965.
3 Excludes families with head in Armed Forces in March 1965,
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other States only 82 per. 1 000 were receiving
such aid.

‘The seven States with the highest proportion
of aged persons receiving public assistance were

in the South and the number on their old-age as- -

sistance rolls ranged from 275 per 1,000 in Texas

to 499 per 1,000 in Louisiana. Many of these . -
recipients are Negroes. Some are in need of as-’
sistance because they (or those who-support them)

worked in agriculture or. other employment not

covered in the early days of the social security
program. Others who did work in covered jobs

need assistance because their low earnings entitle’

them to minimal benefits.

" Such rank poverty among the aged has a double
significance in that it might be the culmination of
a long-standing deprivation. Not in every case
are our 'tged paupers newly come to their present
need: it is rather that they are more likely to seek
help at age | 65 because more help is then available
than at younger ages.

Next to the aged, children under age 18 are the
most vulnerable group in terms of need for in-
come support. The federally aided program of
aid to:families with dependent children is the
chief program designed for children in need. At

the end of 1964, 30 percent of the Nation’s chil-

dren receiving such aid were in the South and it
is generally qcknowledged that many more would
have been on the rolls if eligibility requirements
in some of the States were more realistic. Even

under existing standards, however, in 9 of the:

Southern States the proportion of children receiv-
- ing payments under this program was greater
than the national average.

" Relatively few persons anywhere in the United
States receive assistance under the program of aid
to the permanently and totally disabled. In
December 1964 this program was making pay-
ments to no more than half a million persors,
almost all 'in the age group 18-64. But in the
South 6.7 persons per 1,000 this age were receiving
such -aid to the disabled, compared Wlth 42 per
1,000 in the remaining States. =

The figures below compare, for the bouth and
the rest of the country, the proportion of persons
receiving certain types of public assistance. Pay-
ments under the three programs considered here
went to 7 million of the total of 8 million persons
receiving an¥ public assistance in the month of
December 1964. '

Recipients per 1,000 ‘persons of specified age
Geographic area v Children Ay
. OAA, aged APTD, aged receiving
85 or over 18-64 AFDC under
. ago 1
_Outside South....... 82 4.2 45
South ! oiiooeaens . 209 6.7 40
South Atlantic ........... . 115 8.6 42
East South Central...... 256 8.5 50
‘West South Central__.... . 320 5.5 32

. . lDelaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia Maryland, North

Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West Vlr\unia Alabama, Kentucky,
Mississippi, Tennessee; Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma. and Texas

All told, the South—which included 28 percent
of the Nation’s population aged 65 or older, 30
percent of all persons aged 18-64, and 32 percent

- of 'those younger than age 18—accounted for 50

percenit " of all old-age assistance recipients, 41
percent of those receiving aid to the disabled, and
30 percent of the children being helped under aid
to families with dependent children.

In nearly half the Southern nonwhite families
with a male head called poor, the man had worked
full-time the year-round (table 2). The low in-

~ comes prevalent in the South affect the Nation's

Negro population to a greater degree than the
white population because, despite the out-migra-
tion of recent years, half the nonwhite families in
the country were still making their home in the
South in 1964. Nonwhite families living in the
South represented.1 out of 7 of all Southern fami-
lies with a male head and 1 out of 3 of those with
a female head. Elsewhere in the country only 6
percent of the families with" a male head and 17
percent of those with a female head were non-
white. Of all white families in the country only
928 percent were in the South.

- Although the nonwhite famlly generally must
manage on considerably less income than the’
white, nowhere in the country is the disparity so
great as in the South. There despite considerable
improvement since 1959 the nonwhite family aver-
ages only-half the cash income of the white

. (table 3).

Some of the differential in mcome, but not all
of it, can-be explained by the fact that more
families in the South, and in particular more of
the nonwhite families, live on farms. Farm people

1 See also Bureau of the Census, “Income in 1984 of
Families and Persons in the United States,” Current
Population Reports: Consumer Income (Series P-60, No.
47 and P-60, No. 34).
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TABLE 3.—Region and income in 1964: Median income
of nonwhite households as percent of median income of
white households, by sex of head

All units, Male head, Female head,
median income | median income | median inconie
Reglon
As As As
Amount| percent |[Amount| percent | Amount; percent
of white of white of white
Nonwhite families
Total U.S..| $3,840 56.0 | $4.530 63.8 | $2,290 56.8
2,970 49.2 3.320 54.2 1,660 48.9
4,940 66.6 5,580 73.0 3,180 67.1
5,060 72.3 5,820 80.8 2,690 69.4
5,770 77.9 6,480 83.7 3,070 70.7
Nonwhite unrelated individuals
Total U.S..{ $1,430 68.5 | $2,133 65.9 | $1,150 | 69.3
South.._......._. 929 48.0 1,210 47.8 760 47.1
2,190 100.2 3,370 100.7 1,590 94.3
1,670 88.3 2,030 73.3 1,430 90.6
2,400 92.5 | 3,560 86.4 O] O]

1 Not shown for base less than 100,000.

everywhere in the country have less cash income
than nonfarm people living in the same area. The
poverty index, it will be recalled, sets the income
need of farm families at 30 percent less than the
corresponding nonfarm family of similar size and
composition. There was, however, no difference by
region allowed in the index for farm families or
for nonfarm families. It is possible that allow-
ance for some regional differentials—climate, for

example—would narrow the gap in economic well- .

being between Southern families and families
elsewhere but it could hardly eliminate it
altogether, and it certainly could not be expected
to counteract the income deficiency of the non-
white families. In any case while the availability
of some of the hallmarks of gracious living and
their cost do differ by community, there is as yet
no evidence that prices for the kinds of goods and
services implied by the very meager poverty
criterion vary significantly from one place to
another. Variations that might show up in family
expenditure patterns would be as likely to reflect
the restriction in outlays enforced by long-time
community and family low-income status as any
real difference in family needs or preferences.
Thus while low-income families in one area may
spend less than those in another, they may well
have a less adequate content of living rather than
the same content at differing cost.

Federal Government income programs associ-
ated with income floors have generally allowed no

TasLe 4.—Sex, age, and poverty status in 1964: Number and-
gercent of persons aged 16 or over in households with income
elow SSA poverty level by family status

Men ‘Women
Total In poor Total In poor
nonin-| household |nonin-i household

Age and family status tsit;::;l ffg;‘;‘l

’ popu- | Num- popu- | Num-
lation | ber | Per- |lation| ber | Per-
(in (in cent (in (in. | cent
thous- | thous- |of total} thous- | thous- |of total
ands) | ands) ands) | ands)

Total, aged 16 or over....{60,510 | 8,180 | 13.5 68,470 12,100 18.2
Unrelated individuals_.._.._. 4,570 | 1,430 | 31.4 ! 7,450 | 3,610 48.3
Family head. ... ... .__. 42,850 | 5,000 11.7 | 4,880 | 1,780 36.5

Some children under age 6.(13,720 | 2,100 | 15.3 | 1,120 7 65.6
No children under age 6..._|29,130 | 2,900 | 10.0 { 3,760 | 1,050 27.9
Other family members....... 13,090 | 1,750 | 13.3 (54,140 | 6,700 12.4
Under age 22, total. 15.5 1 9,310 { 1,840 17.8
Unrelated individuals 39.6 340 1 54.9
Family head - 21.9 90 50 )
Some children under ace 6. 460 100 | 21.3 80 40 Q]
No children underage 6....| 320 707 2.7 30 _10 Q)
* Other family members....... 14.2 | 8,880 | 1,400 15.7
Aged 22-54, total.___......_ 10.5 38,7 5,440 14.0
Unrelated individuals.. 20.0 | 2,090 6. 31.3
Family head................. 29, 9.6 | 2,940 | 1,280 43.6
Some children under age 6.112,850 | 1,850 | 144 920 0 69.2
No children under age 6._..{16,940 | 1,020 6.0 | 2,020 32.0
Other family members....... 4,240 { 490 | 11.5 {33,710 | 3,500 10.4
Aged 5564, total . .__.....__ 7,970 { 1,140 14.3 | 8,660 | 1,560 17.9
Unrelated individuals........ 860 33.3 | 1,680 640 38.3
Family head ... .........._. 6,650 77 11.5 790 150 19.3
Some children under age 6. 260 i 27.1 80 30 O]
No children under age 6..._{ 6,390 K 10.9 710 120 17.8
Other family members...._.. 460 80 | 18.6 | 6,220 7 12.3
Aged 65 or over, total 7,650 | 1,900 | 24.8 | 9,730 | 3,460 35.8
Unrelated individuals.. .| 1,300 €2 48.2 | 3,340 | 2,130 63.8
Familyhead. . .......__._... 5,620 | 1,190 { 21.2 | 1,060 27.5
Some children under age 6. 140 70 51.8 50 20 Q)
No children under age 6..._| 5,480 | 1,120 | 20.4 | 1,010 270 28.7
Other family members....... 30 80| 11.4] 5,330 1,040 19.8

1 Not shown for base less than 100,000.

variation for region or other geographic area.
Accordingly, the minimum income liability to in-
come tax is a nationwide minimum. Veterans’ de-
pendency allotments and compensation or pension
payments are the same no matter where the
veteran or his dependents live. The Federal mini-
mum wage provision has no geographic bounda-
ries, and OASDI payments on a given wage:
record are the same all over. Increasingly in re-
cent years, labor unions negotiating with employ-
ers having plants in more than one area have
sought uniform wage scales. It is true, to be sure,
that programs administered by States, such as
public assistance, do vary in standards. from place
to place but it is generally acknowledged that the
variation typifies the unequal ability of the States
to pay relative to the number who require support
more than it denotes any real difference in family
needs.

It is true, however, that assessment of the trends
in poverty for the nonwhite vis-a-vis the white
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population is influenced by the. differing geo- ~ fifth. Nonwhite families in the South, however,
graphic distribution of ‘the two groups. Between weraged one and a half times as much income in
1959 and 1964, median income of white familiesin 1964 as in 1959, whereas nonwhite families in'the
the South as elsewhere in the Nation rose about a ~ country as a whole had not quite one and a third

TABLE 5.—Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and percent of unrelated individuals with income below
the SSA poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other specified characteristics

Numbhers in thonusands; data are estimates derived from a sample survev 6f households, and are therefore subject to sampling variability that may be relauvely
arge where the size of the pereemage or the size of the total on which the percentace is based {s smali. Moreover, as in all ﬂeld surveys of lncome the figures are
) suibject toetrors or response and nonrepomngl ) . oo

All unrelated tndividuals . Mnleunrelated individuals | Female unrelated individuals
With low income With low income | With low income -
" Characteristic A . o ) Poor and :
Poor and *hoa . Poor and
. Totel | THEPOOT | pogrpoort | Total | 10O poor | near poor ' | Totar| THePOOr [ nearpeort
Num- | Per- [Num-| Per- Num-| Per- ‘Num.- Per- _{Num-| Per- { Num-| Per-
ber | cent | ber | cenmt .ber_ | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent

Al unrelated individusls S

5061 | 42.0 | 5,760 {* 47.8 | 4.600 | 1.436-| 31.2 | 1,732 | 37.6 | 7,457 | 3.625 | 48.6 | 4.028 | 54.0
4,92 | 419|557 | 47.7| 4,374 1,334 30.4 /1,617 '36.9| 7.3°8|3.568 | 48.8/3,050 | 5.2
159 | 41| 184 | s11| 2 02| 478 15| 541 l49| 57| 38.7| 69| 468
1,971 | 40.1 [ 1.548 | 45.3| 1.2°8| 34| 2r.5| 427] 32| 20841027 47.3 1121 (818
1,300 | 42:2| 106411 4906 | 1260 43| 32.8| 483]-39.3| 2.001 | ‘996 | 47.8 | 1,158 | '55.6
1,408 | 49.4° 10658 | 546 | 1.124| 444 | 40.0| 518 | 47.7 - 1,940 | 1,054 | 541 /1,140 " 58.4
'783 | 34.7| 913| 40.0| 1010 | 45| 2317 304 |v29.4| 1.242| 548 43.8| 609 | 48.7
4,183 | 40.2'| 4,780'| 46.0| 3.763 | 1.08¢ | 28.8 1,325 35.2| 6.853 [3.000| 46.6| 3,464 | 521
878 | 53.0| 971 | 8.7 352 | 4106| 47| 48.1| 804 | 826| B4.7| 564 | 60.6
aas | 38:8| 07| 43.8] s8] 6| 20.3| 183 | 3700 697 32| 457 324|489
196 | 18:9| 236| 22.7| 643| 104 | 157| 1337 1909 393 | 92| 2¢.8| 13| 27.8
253 | 22.5| 291 | 25:87 682 | 10| 162 | ‘135 19.9| 484 [ 143 31.9| 1367 3¢.5
504 | 31.7) 580 364, 638 | 18| 288 | 214| 33.9| 90| 322 33.5| 366 381
o11 | 3641018 ani8| 845| 270 | 327 320 !°39.8| 1.644| 641| 383! 639 41.2
2,740 | §0.3 3128 | 67.4| 1,286 | 624 47.9| '738| 36.7| 3.3202,125| 63.7]2.390 | -7L.6

-

, , . % . . 36| ™ ol oo e
7,457 | 3,625| 48.6 {4.628| 54.0| (@ ® | *). ® 7.457 3,625 | 43.6.| 4,028 | 54.0

7.421 [ 1,709 | 23.0 | 2,048 | 27.87 3,344 601 | 18.0°] 760 22.7.| 4,077 {-1,108 |- 27.2 |"1.288 31.6
4,636 | 3,352 [~72.3,) 3,712 | 80.17 .1,256 835 66.5{ 92| 77.3| 3,3%0 2.517 74.5 | 2,740 81.1
Employment status and : o . ) - "
Emploved, March 1965 6,498 | 1,464 22,511,748 26.9| 2,976 ,522 17.8 660 { 22.2§ 3,522 942 |- 26.6 | 1,088 39.8
Professional and technical workers.| 1,322 371 | 26.7 404 1 29.1 ' 58D 144 | 24.2 1661 27.8 742 1 227 [ 28.5° 238 33.0
. Farmers and farm manarers........ 131 45| 39.1 61| 52.9 97 35 (3) w1 O 34 10 O 14 ®)
Manaeers, oflicials. and proprietors . . ) . L :

(except farm) 502 59 12,3 ke 15.1 37 31 10,7 39 13.6 195. 28 | 14.7 33 17.8
Clerical and sales workers. 1,478 147 | 10.1 200 13.9| 34 39 11.1 50| 16.9| 1,135 108 9.8 . 142 12.9
Craltsmen and foremen. .. . 440 37 9.3 521 13.0 4031 35! 9.3 49 |- 13.2 37 2 Q) 3. M
Operatives_....___.._.__. 923 116 11.9 141 14.5 507 43 - 8.0 48 9.0 416 7. 16.6 93" 21.1.
Service workers, total..___.. 1,260 541 | 43.4 626 50.2 321 54 16.7 68| 21.8 939 487 | 52.7 558 60.3

Private household workers). - 409 3127 79.9 336 | 86.0 13 12 & 121 & 396 3301 79.8 324 86.2
Laborers (except mine)...... 445 148 { 33.5 191 | 43.2 421 | 141} 33.8 184 | 43.9 24 7 [Q 7 &
Unemployed.._........... 369 147 | 39.3 175 46.8 247 84| 33.3 107 42.3 122 63 51.68 68 36.0
Not in labor force ¢ 5,190 | 3,450 66.6 | 3,837 74.1 1,377 830 60.1 965 69.9 3,813 | 2,620 69.0 | 2,872 | © 75.6
Work experience:; ¢ . N ‘ . . R :
Worked in 1964.. ... .. .ooooooooo 7.294 | 1,826 25.0 ] 2.141 29.4 3,295. 857 19.9 811 | 24.3 3,999 { 1,160 " 29.2 | 1,340 33.5
Worked at full-time jobs.. 6,021 | 1,143 19.0 | 1,369 | 22.7 ! 2,824 47 14.4 -831 18.8 | 3,197 736 | 23.0 339 26.2
50-52 weekS. ...l oo...... 4,215 573 13.8 661 15.7 1 2,048 230 1112 278 13.6 | 2,167 343 15.8 |- 383 17.7.
4049 weeks._ ... 650 134 29.7 153 23.6 276 37 13.6 52 18.9 74 97 | 26.0- 101 27.0
-39 weeks-orless..._....... 1,156 436 | 37.6 555 | 47.9|. 500 140 | 27.8 230 39.8 656 296 45.0° 355 34.0
Worked at part-time jobs... 1,273, 683 83.7 72| 60.8 471 250 83.1 2n 57.7 872 433 54.0 501 62.6
50-52'weeks_.._...o.oo.... 427 198 46.6 226 | 53.8 140 v 51.4 80 57.1 287 126 | 44.2 ‘149 52.1
49 weeksorless__.._._.._.. 846 485 | 57.3 543 | 64.4 331 178 | 53.8 191 | 57.9 515 37 | -59.4 352 68.5
. Did not work in 1964..__.__. 4,735} 3,230 68.2 | 3.611 76.2 1,277 774 60.6 923 | 72.2 ) 3.458 | 2,456 71.0 | 2,688 77.7
Il or disabled....______... 835 -644 77.2 720 86.1 -315 233 74.0 271 86.0 520 | - 411 | 79.0| - 449 | 88.2
. Keeping house........ 2,161 | 1,527 70.7 1 1,675 7.5 ® (O (] (O] Q] 2,161 | 1,527 | -70.7 | 1,873 77.5
Could not find work.. 80 80 (3) 67 (3) 43 31 (%) ] 37 29 3) | ®
Other reasons. . cc.vocuceunacaenncn- . 1.659 099 | 60.2 ] 1,149 69.3 919 510 55.5 614 66.8 740 489 66.0 835 ) - 72.3
. Reason worked part of year: R ) : . . o
Looking for work_.._.......__.._.___ 818 285 | 35.0 349 42.8 485 147 | 3.4 191 39.5 333 138 | 41.6 158 . 47.8
Il ordisabled______._....... . 418 163 | 36.0 273 48.6 181 66 | 36.3 45.9 237 97 41.0 | 120 50.8
Keeping house 443 238 | 53.5 278! 62.8 ® () @ 1 @ (%) 443 238 | 53.5 278 |- 62.8
Other reasons. . oocucecccnacacacan- 973 369 | 37.8 421 43.2 441 142 32.1 169 | 38.2 532 227 | 42.5 252 47.3
Souree of income: ! ’ . : o T . e
. Earningsonly.. ... .......... - 4,283 11,036 | 24.2) 1,197 | 28.0 | 2,096 303 | 18.8 501 | 23.97 2,187 643 | 29.4 696 31.9
‘Earnings and income other than |. ' ol e Co, Co o R
earmnzs .......................... 3,136 675 | 21.5 852 | 27.21 1,249 209 16.7 261" 20.9 | 1,887 4681 24.7 591 3.3
Other income only or no income._-.-..| 4,638.-3,350 | 72.3 3,711 | 80.0| %,255 334 | 66.4 970 | 77.3| 3.383 | 2,518 | 74.4 | 2,741 81.1
Ses footnotes at end of table. . : '




times as much as in 1959. With all the improve- cent as much income as'white. Half the country’s
_ment nonwhite families in the South, though  nonwhite families, as already indicated, live in
"larger than the white, still averaged no more than  the South. Of families poor though the male head
' 49 percent as much income by 1964 whereas for  worked all year, 83 percent of the nonwhite and
 the Nation at large nonwhite families had 56 per- 41 percent of the white lived in the South.

TaBLE 5.—Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and percent of unrelated individuals with income below
the.SSA poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other specified characteristics—Continued .

Numbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a samnle survey of honseholds, and are therefore subject to sampline. varfahility that may be relatively
arge where the size of the percentage or the size of the total on which the percentace is based issmall. Moreover, as in all field surveys of-income the figures are
: subject to errors of response and nonreporting)

All white unrelated individuals White male unrelated individuals White female unreiated individuals
With low income With low income With low income
Characteristic : Poor and ’ Poor and Poor and

Total The poor near poor! | Total The poor near poort | Total The poor near poor !

Num- | Per- | Num.| Per- Num-| Per- | Num-{ Per- " {Num-| Per- | Num-| Per-

ber | cent ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent

White
40.2 14,789 | 46.0 | 3,763 11,084 | 28.8 (1,325 35.2| 6,653 | 3.000 | 46.6 | 3.464 52.1
40.2 | 4,635 | 45.9 3,584 | 1,011'| 28.2 11,230 | 34.5| 6,515 3,043 | 46.8 ! 3,308 52.2
40.3 154 | 48.3 179 7 42.2 8 | 50.0 56 | 38.2 68 48.4
40.0 | 1,345 | 45.2 | 1,039 287 1 27.2 3571 33.8! 1,958 and | 47.1 988 51.8
41.7 1 1,477} 48.7 1,006 343 | 31.9 48 | 37.5 1.936 916 | 47.1 1 1,069 55.0
43.1 | 1,140 ; 48.8 7 235 | 32.2 208 | 40.9 1,592 77 47.9 842 52.3
35.0 827 | 40.0 865 214 | 24.2 282 29.5| 1,170 508 § 43.0 565 47.9
37.7 429 | 42.5 426 117§ 28.7 151 | 37.0 840 263 | 43.8 278 46.2
17.8 168 | 20.2 498 08 14.7 921 17.9 320 70| 22.6 7 2.9
18.0 (182 | 21.4 522 57 11.2 74 14.7 385 9 | 27.7 108 31.2
27.5 410 | 31.8 511 136 | 268.6 155 | 30.3 7 219§ 28.2 258 32.8
33.1 818 | 37.1 691 1951 28.5 240 | 35.0 | 1.504 535 | 35.1 378 37.9
57.21 2,784 65.8 1,117 503 | 44.1 613 53.8 ) 3,071 1,916 | 62.0| 2,171 70.2
28.811.325| 35.2| 3,763 1,084 28.8]1,325| 35.2 ®) () ) ) ®
46.6 | 3,464 | 352.1 O] ) *) ® 2 6,653 [ 3,000 | 46.68 | 3,464 52.1
20.2 | 1,536 | 24.5| 2,706 417 | 15.4 5361 19.8) 3,54 850 | 23.8{ 1,000 28.0
Nonearne: L146 | 2,916 | 70.4 | 3.253 78.6 1,057 667 | 63.1 789 74.6| 3,080 | 2,249 | 72.9( 2,464 79.9
Emplorment s an :

Employed, March 1965_______ ,536 | 1,123 | 20.3 11,354 | 24.5| 2,433 379 | 15.7 486 | 20.1 3.103 744 23.9 868 27.8
Professional and technical worke 245 351 | 26.9 76 | 28.9 835 137 | 25.4 181 | 27.9 710 214 27.9 225 29.5
Farmers and farm managers._...... 126 44 | 38.4 60 | 52.3 92 34 ® 46 ) 31 10 (™ 14 [0}
Managers, officials, and proprietors |. -

(except farm). ... 480 52| 1.8 83| 13.8 204 27 9.8 33| 1.8 186 251 14.0 30 16.9
Clerical and sales workers. 1,372 134 10.0 177 13.1 284 30 10.1 43 14.7 1,088 104 9.9 134 12.7
tsmen and foremen. .. 395 31 8.4 46 ) 12.4 363 2 8.2 41 12.5 32 2 &) 3 )
Operatives. _._.._....... 737 73 9.8 92| 12.2 378 18 4.4 20 5.1 359 85| 15.2 72 19.3
Service workers, total...____ 801 371 | 42.0 433 48.9 226 39| 17.9 451 20.4 675 332} 49.8 388 58.2
Private household workers.. 236 177} 81.0 193 | 88.3 9 9 () 9 Q] 227 168 | 80.8 184 38.4
. __Laborers {except mine)_._.__ 280 7| 23.2 107 | 37.7 261 65| 24.6 105 | 40.0 19 2 @) 2 [G3)
nemployed......c..... 283 98 | 34.8 111 39.5 183 29.2 65 ] 35.0 110 44 | 45.2 46 47.9
Not in labor force ¢ ... ____. e 4,597 | 2,062 | 64.5 (3,324 72.4| 1,147 651 | 56.2 774) 66.7| 3,450 | 2,311 | 67.3 | 2,550 74.2
Work experience: .

Worked in 1964 ... ._............ 6,156 11,367 | 22.2 1,622} 26.3| 2.660 487 17.2 5671 21.4] 3,496 010 | 25.9 | 1,058 0.1

‘Worked at full-time jobs 5,174 898 | 17.3 11,075 20.7] 2,322 303 | 13.1 393§ 17.0| 2.882 895 1 20.7 632 23.8

2 weeks. . ......... 72 475 12.8 542 14.6 1,734 200 11.5 235 13.5 1,938 275 14.1 307 15.6
4049 weeks. .. 546 112 | 20.1 124 | 22.9 206 251 11.8 33| 17.1 0 871 25.1 91 26.3
39 weeksorless.......... 056 311§ 32.9 409 | 43.4 382 78| 2.0 125 | 33.1 874 233 | 40.7 284 50.1
‘Worked at part-time jobs. 982 460 | 48.0 547 | 56.0 338 154 | 46.2 174 51.8 0644 315 ] 49.0 373 58.1
50-52 weekS. .o coeeuannnn 325 130 | 40.1 150 | 45.9 114 48 | 42.9 33| 47.6 1 - 211 82 ( 38.8 93 44.9
49 weeks or less_._. 657 [ 330 | $2.0 3097 | 61.0 224 106 | 47.9 119 | 83.9 433 233 | 54.0 278 64.6

Did not work in 1964. 4,232 | 2,811 68.5 | 3,159 | 74.7 1,075 622 5.7 750 | 69.6 | 3,157 | 2,189 | 69.4 | 2,409 76.4
Il or disabled..... 851 487 | 75.4 546 | 83.9 241 171 71.5 201 83.2 410 316 | 77.7 348 84.3
Keeping house.._._. 2,023 1,398 69.1 | 1,544 | 76.4 ) @ (2) (0] (1) 2,023 { 1,398 | 69.1 ' 1,344 76.4
Could not find work.. 451 () - 50| ®) 34 24| 2 @ 21| () 21 )
Otherreasons. ... ...oeeeocoaunn.. 1,495 881 ] 58.7 1,019 | 68.1 800 427 | 52.9 5201 64 695 454 | 63.4 499 .7
eason work: rt of year: .

leknm:loregvg?k.._..y_ ............. 626 188 | 30.2 241 39.3 356 9 | 26.0 128 | 37.0 270 98 | 35.8 113 42.3
I1l or disabled... 289 80| 27.1 13| 35.5 109 21.3 27 | 25.0 180 571 30.8 76 41.8.
Keeping house 1901 48.51 230 | 59.0{ (® )] ? 2) (3) 393 | 100} 48.5| 230 59.0

‘ ther reasons 851 308 | 36.1 357 | 421 7 27.7 13| 35.3 504 210 41.8 234 46.5
come:
sogr;ﬁi‘:{gonlye 3,459 726 | 21.0 841 24.4 1,618 255 15.8 330 | 20.4| 1,841 471 ;| 25.6 311 27.8

Earnings an
ea R'sgs ___________________ 2,811 542 | 19.3 697 | 24.8| 1,089 183 | 15.0 208 | 19.1 1,722 379! 22.0 489 28.4

Other income only or no incom 4,146 | 2,015 | 70.4 | 3,251 78.51 1,05 666 | 63.1 787 | 74.6 | 3,080 | 2,249 | 72.8 | 2,464 79.8

See footnotes at end of table.
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THE POVERTY PROFILE IN 1964 : million persons—had insufficient income in 1964
, ' to meet their needs. An additional 414 million
Except that it was shorter, the poverty roster  households, with 15334 million members, had
for 1964 continued much the same as in 1963.  incomes above the poverty thresholds but still
Under the current operating definition, a total of  low enough to be considered near poor.
12 million housholds—including, in all, 34 Five million of all persons counted poor were -

TaBLE 5.~Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and percent of unrelated individuals with income below
the SSA poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other specified characteristics—Continued
[Numbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a sample survey of households, and are therefore subject to sampiing variability thet may be relatively

large where the size of the percentage or the size of the total on which the percentage is based issmall. Moreover, as in all field surveys of income the ﬂgures are
subject to errors of response and nonreporting|

All nonwhite uprelated individuals | Nonwhite male unrelated {ndividuals | Nonwhite female unrelated ind_lv!duals

With low income With low income With low income
Characteristic The poor Poor and The -or Poor and The poor Poor and
Total po near poor! | Total po near poor! | Total p pear poor !
Num-| Per- | Num-| Per- Num-| Per- | Num-| Per- Num-| Per- { Num-| Per-
. ber | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent ber | cent | ber | cent
Nonwhite
Total. e iceiccecieamaaeaanan 1,641 878 | 3.0 971 58.7 837 ] "352 | 41.6 407 | 48.1 804 526 | 64.7 564 69.6
Residence . !
INL111VE: o o+ DO 1,583 848 | 52.5 941 | 58.3 ! 323 | 40.2 38| 47.0 793 525 - 64 7 583 69.5
R Falrm ................................ 58 30 ® 30 3) 47 29 ) 29 3) 11 N O] 1 ®
egion: : : )
Northeast ..o oonoeiiiiieeccaeaaan 396 180 | 40.3 203 [ 45.5 167 57| 29.3 7 36.0 229 123 | 48.7 133 52.8
North Central._ - 319 135 47.7 164 58.2 164 55 39.1 75 52.7 155 80 56.4 89 63.6
709 492 | "70.0 518 73.5 361 (- 209 58.1 220 61.0 348 283 | 82.4 298 86.6
Qa7 71| 32.8 86 | 39.5 145 3t 21.1 421 28.9 72 0 ¢ “1 O
137 68 | 45.6 78| 52.6 80 29 ) 32 ) 57 39 ® 46 ®
220 0| 23.0 701 321 147 23| .18.6 41 26.3 7 ) 29 1
259 100 | 36.0 109 | 38.9 160 53| 30.3 61 | 34.8 99 47 () 48 3
304 149 | 48.7 170 | 55.6 127 46 | 38.0 59 | 48.9 177 103 | 55.7 111 60
294 181 61.3 200 | 68.0 154 75 51.8 89| 61.8 140 106 70.4 i11 73.9
427 330 | 79.3 344 | 83.0 169 121 73.2 125 | 75.0 258 209 | 83.2 219 87
By -1 (U 837 352 | 41.6 407 | 48.1 7 352 | 41.6 407 | 48.1 ) Q)] (%) ) )
Female. .o eeeaeee e 804 526 | 64.7 564 | 69.6 ® *) ® ) (O] 804 526 | 64.7 69.6
Earmer status: .
Eamer. .. PO 1,151 442 | 38.0 512 | 44.0 638 184 § 28.5 224 | 34.6 513 288 55.6
Nonearner. _...ccooococnicocaacacannn 490 436 | 87.5 459 [ 92.5 199 168 { 83.2 183 | 91.0 291 278 93.5
Employment status and occupation: .

Emploved, March 1965. . .. ccoanaa ... 962 341 34.8 394 | 40.3 543 143§ 25.8 174 31.2 491 220 52.3
Professional and technical workers. 7 200 @ 28( (M 45 IR 15 ) 32 131
Farmers and farm managers........ 5 1 ® 1 ) 5 1 ® 1 ® (1] U0 faeeaean
Managers, officials, and proprietors

(except farm)....... 22 71 & 8| @ 13 41 ) 61 9 Il M
Clerical and sales worke 103 13{ 11.8 24| 22.4 56 9 ) 16 ®) 47 8 )
Craftsmen and foremen.. . 45 6f 6l @ 40 6 %) 6{ &) 5 [ 1 SN
Operatives. ......... 186 (- 43} 20.4 40| 23.8 129 25 17.9 28 19.8 57 21 )
Service workers, tot: 359 170 | 46.9 193 | 53.1 95 15 ® 23. 3) 264 17 65.5

Private household w 173 135} 78.5 143 | 83.1 4 31 M -3 %) 169 140 83.5
Laborers except mine.... 165 81 50.8 84| 52.4 160 n 48.7 7! 50.4 5 § (%)
Unemployed......._... 86 491 4 841 () 64 V| G 21 O 2 O
Not in labor foree 4. oL £93 488 | 82.7 513 | 87.1 230 179 | 80.1 191 | 86.0 363 322 87.7
Work experience: $ -

Worked in 1964 .o, 1,138 458 | 40.0 519 | 45.2 635 200 | 30.9 | 234 36.2 503 85 58.5

Worked at full-time jobs. 847 2451 29.0 204 | 34.5 5C2 104 | 20.5 137 | 26.7 345 - 157 45.7
50~-52 weeks. ... 543 98 18.8 119 23.1 314 30 10.0 43 14.2 8 35.0
4049 weeks_ ... 104 22( 23.8 29| 27.5 70 12| 18.5 19 | . 24.1 34 10 (M)
39 weeks orless......... 200 125 | 38.5 146 | 67.9 118 62 | 48.4 75| 63.2 82 71 Q]

Worked at part-time jobs 201 214 | 72.0 225 8.4 133 9% | 69.9 97 71.8 158 128 80.3
50-52 weekS. ... o.... 162 68.7 79| 78.2 26 24 &) 25 (3 76 54 ®)
49 weeks or less__ 189 146 | 74.8 146 | 75.5 107 72| 65.9 72| 65.9 82 It ¢®)

Did not work in 1964. 53 4191 82.3 452 | 89.0 202 152 | 75.2 173 | 85.4 301 279 91.4
Il or disabled._.. 184 1571 83.1 174 | 93.7 74 62 3) 70 (%) 110 104 .0
Keeping house....... 138 120} 92.6 131 92.6 ) ® %) ) 2 138 131 92.6
Could not find work. - 171 157 7] (& Tl® Q] 8 &
Other reasonS .« e cccccccccaean 164 18| 2.7 130 | 79.7 119 83 71.6 94 78.9 45 36 @)

Reason worked part of year: .

Looking for work......cceevomoecaan 192 99 | 49.7 108 | 53.7 129 57| 42.0 93 | 46.0 63 45 (%)

Ill or disabled.... 129 83| 64.6 100 76.8 43 ) 36 3 87 44

Keeping house. o 81 ¢ 48 ¢ ® ®) ® ) () 50 481 ()

Other reasons. - oo oo ceeeean 122 63! 49.0 64 | 50.0 94 46 ) 46 ) 28 18 ¢)

Source of income: ;

Eamings only..oocceevaenenncccnaannan 824 310 | 37.2 336 | 42.7 478 138 | 28.7 171 35.2 346 185 53.0

Earnings and income other than . '

BATTUDES oo e e oo memccmcme o meee 325 1331 39.9 1551 47.0 160 46 | 28.0 53| 32.8 165 . 102 60.9

Other income only or no income...... 492 435 | 87.5 460 | 92.5 199 168 | 83.2 .183| 91,0 293 287 | 90.4 277 93.5

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLe 5.—Incidence of poverty and low-income status in 1964: Number and percent of unrelated individuals with income below
the SSA poverty or low-income index, by sex and race of head and other specified characteristics—Continued

. o
[Numbers in thousands; data are estimates derived from a samble survey of households, and are therefore subject
large where the size of the percentage ot the size of the total on which the percentace is based issmall. Moreover,
subject to errors of response and nonreporting]

to sampling variability that may be relatively
as in all fleld surveys of income the figures are

= Wit OB GmW—

All unrelated individuals Male unrelated individuals Female unrelated individuals
With low income With low incoms With low income
Characteristic :

Poor and Poor and Poor and

Total | The poor near poor} | Total | The poor near poor ! | Total The poor near poor !
Num-| Per- { Num-| Per- Num-| Per- | Num-| Per- Num-| Per- | Num-| Per-

ber cent ber cent ber | cent ber cent ber cent ber cent

Year-round, full-time workers *
5731 13.6 661 15.7 1 2,048 230 | 11.2 278 13.6 | 2,167 343 15.8 383 17.7
546 13.5 625 ; 15.5 1,060 207 | 10.7 246 12.8 | 2,139 339 15.9 379 17.8

271 24.4 38| 32.1 83 21 0 32| ® 28 4] ™ *
211 18.5 235 18.5 581 57 10.0 T 12.6 714 154 | 21.7 184 23.
138 | 12.1 179 15.6 360 68 | 12.2 88 16.0 595 71 11.9 91 15,
176 18.0 197 | 20.2 456 82| 18.3 93| 20.9 532 94 17.7 104 18.
47 6.3 50 6.8 451 23 5.3 26 5.9 326 24 7.6 24 7.
475 12.8 542 14.81 1,734 2% 11.5 235 13.5 1,938 275 | 14.1 307 15.
o8 | 18.8 19| 23.1 314 30| 10.0 43| 14.2 220| 68| 30.% 76 35.
42 10.4 42 10.4 183 15 8.1 15 B..l 228 271 12.2 27 12.
58 9.8 641 10.6 393 29 7.8 35 9.1 222 29| 13.1 29 13.
98 | 13.2 110 14.9 453 48 1 10.2 52 11.8 207 52 17.6 58 19.
154 16.8 182 | 27.0 423 7 18.3 871 21.1 501 781 15.8 95 19,
142 12.7 166 14.9 423 481 11.6 64 15.5 707 9“4 13.3 102 14,

79| 20.8 97| 25.4 173 16 9.5 25 14.7 214 83| 20.7 2 33

Earner status:

Eamer. oo caaaees 4.054 419 10.5 507 12.7 1,985 168 8.8 216 11.2 | 2,069 251 12.2 201 14
NONEAMer. . o ocommacsmcnecnacne 161 154 | 96.4 154 | 96.4 83 62| ® 62| ¢ 98 2!l ® 2| @

ldFamllles in poverty and families above poverty but below low-income
index.
1 Not applicable.

living as one-person households (or with non-
relatives). Over 70 percent of these were women.
At almost every age, no matter what their family
status, women were poorer than men. Women re-
sponsible for their own support are handicapped
by the fact that they generally earn less than men,
while those responsible for the support of others
are handicapped because their households have
fewer adults who can bring in additional earnings.
Of the 42.8 million families headed by a man, all
but 6 percent had some member working some
time during 1964, and half had at least two
earners. Among the 5 million families headed by
a woman, a fifth had no earners present, and only
a third had more than one.

All told, of all women in the country aged 16
or older nearly 1 in 5 were living in poverty in
1964 compared with 1 in 8 of the men. For the

" woman who was herself a household head the risk
of poverty was particularly high, the more so if
she was an elderly woman living alone or a
younger woman responsible for small children:
Close to two-thirds of the women in either of these

$ Not shown for base less than 100,000.
4 Includes families with head in Armed Forces in March 1985.
3 Excludes families with head in Armed Forces in March 1965.

situations were poor. Of aged men living alone,
half were living on incomes below the poverty
threshold and 1 in 7 of the men heading a family
with some children under age 6 was heading a
family in poverty (tables 4 and 5).

Family Size and Poverty

Families in poverty were larger than those
better off —mainly because they included more
children, not because there were more adults: The
families called poor averaged 2.2 children under
age 18 and 2.1 adults; the families designated
near poor averaged 2.2 adults and 1.8 children.
All nonpoor families as a group (including the
near poor) averaged 2.3 adults and 1.3 children.
But 9 percent of the children in the poor families
were not children of the head but other relatives,
signifying some doubling up of kinship groups.
Among nonpoor families only 4 percent of the
children were not children of the head. The differ-
ences in income between poor and nonpoor fami-
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lies or between those headed by a woman and
those headed by a man far outweigh any possible
differentials in need -as the following figures
suggest : :

Families with Families with
male head female head
Income level . : )
Average Median .| Average | Median
.| number of | income, number of [ income,
members 1964 members 1964
All families..__._._..___. 3.8 $5,890 3.3 $3,460
Poor families......._.... 4.4 1,790 4.0 1,420
Near poor fumilies 4.1 3,250 3.2 2,650
Other families...._.____. 3.6 7,870 3.0 5,760

Thether poor or nonpoor, the family itself
headed by a woman was more likely than the
family headed by a man to take a subfamily into
the home, and families that did so were larger.
Households that contained not only a primary
family but another related married couple or
parent-child unit included, on the average, two
more persons than households not sharing
quarters with a subfamily (table 6).

TABLE 6.—P6§érty status and subfamilies: Average family .

;izedof households with and without subfamilies, by sex of
. hea

- Family with Family with
Family composition and male head ) female head
presor{ce orhsuhlamily. <
March 1965 . T
Non- Non-
. R h
. Total | Poor poor Total | Poor ! poor
Total percent. ... 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0
No subfamily present .. 98.0 | 97.0 | 98.1| 91.6{ 94.8 89.7 .
Mother-child subfami . .8 1.5 .7 3.1 -3.0 3.1
Other subfamilies. . ... o 1.2 1.5 }.2 5.3 2.2 7.1
Average number of persons
per family:
Nosubfamily present....._. 3.7 431 3.6 3.1 3.8 2.7
Subfamily present.. .. 5.8 6.2 5.7 4.7 5.7 4.4
Own children per famit
No subfamily present._... 1.4 (2.0 1.3 1.3 2.2 .7
Subfamily present._._____. .7 1.0 .6 2 .5 1
Other related children:
Nosubfamily present...._. ) N .1 . .2 .1
Subfamily present...._._. 1.4 2.0 1.3 1.2 2.4 1.3

! Family income in 1964 below SSA poverty index. B
* Less than 0.05.

Children under age 18 are more likely to need
-support than to contribute to family income. Ac-
cordingly, even among families of the same size
the risk of poverty increases as the number of
adult members decreases. s an example, among
5-person nonfarm families with a male head the
proportion judged poor rose from 7 percent when
there were 4 adults and 1 child to 11 percent when

" there were 2 adults and 3 children under age 18;

TasLe 7.—Incidence of poverty and low-income and median
money income of nonfarm families, 1964, by number of mem-
bers, number of children, and sex of head ~. S

- Number of related children under age 18
Number of . :
farr(xlily me‘nlllbe(ris Total i - E
and sex of hea . . 6 or
. ) None! 1 2 3. 41] 5 more
Median money income
Families with male , K
head, total_..____. $7,100($6, 430|$7,360($7,610!$7, 51037, 310/$6, 960/$6. 660
5,680 5,700 (1)
7,250{ 8.660| 6,700
7.810{10,770{ 9,160
7,810(12,390(11.010 (1)
7,730 (O () 110,570 8,510{ 7,210 (1) |...._.
7,000 .1 M !y {10,750{ 8,520 6,970 6,060
Families with female . .
head, total...__._. 3,470| 4,630 3.190{ 3.090{ 2,500{ 2,550{ 2.350| 2,37
4,130
7.310
. m
3.201 (Y
- 2,810 (1)
3,080 0
1 Percent of families poor or near poor
Families with male
head: .
Total with low- e . :
income.._...._.. -18 17 12 13- 19 28 46 .55
Poor. el 11 10 7 7 11 14 28 38
Near.-poor......_.. 7. 7 3 6 8 14 18 17
2 members (head : .
under age 65)... 12 1 (Y
[0} SRR 7 )
* Near poor...__.... 5 4 O
2 members (head
aged 65 or over). 38 38; ()
{21+ | SN 20 200 (Y
Near poor. 18, 18] (1)
3 members.. 12 9 13
Poor.__.... 7| 6 7
Near poor 5 3 6
4 members 12 7 8
Poor.__.... 7 5| 5
Near poor. 5 2| 3
5 members.. 16 3. 13
Poor..... 9 0 7
Near poor. 7 3 [
6 members... 23 (1) Q]
Poor__... 12) () M
Near poor 1y (")
7ormore.... 45 (1) *)
Poor..... _....... 290 () (O]
Near poor......... 16! (1) Q)]
Families with female
ead:
Total with low- :
income. ... ..._. . 46 26{ . 47 54 73 80, 86 96
Poor ... 36 17 30 44 65 73 76 89
Near poor......... 10| 9 17 10 7 10 7
2 members (head - :
under age 65). 34 23
Poor..._..... - 23 14
v Near poor 11 9
2 members (head )
aged 65 or over).{ 38 33
29 24
9 9
42 21
29 15 .
13| 6|
57 (1)
490 (1)
8f ()
661 (1)
56| (Y)
100 ()
8 M)
65 . (1)
8 (0
81 0
75 .0
dl 0

! Not shown for base less than 100,000,
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the total with low income went from 13 to 18 per-
cent. The median income for the 5-person families

with 1 child was $11,000, but only $7,300 for the .

5-person families with 3 children (table 7).

- "Accordingly, among families raising five orv
more youngsters under age 18, the majority were
if not poor at least near poor: The poverty rate
rose from 10 percent for families with one child at
home to 47 percent for those with 6 or more; the
total in low-income status, that is, poor or near
poor, came to 62 percent for families with 6 or
more children compared with 17 percent for the
1-child family.

Children of the Poor

Among all families of two or more counted as
poor, half the members were children under age
18. Among poor families headed by a woman,
three-fifths of the members were children. By

contrast, in all nonpoor families, two-fifths of the
members were children, and in families with a
woman at the head, only a fourth (table 8).

The child in a poor family is likely to be oue of
several children, nonwhite, or growing up in a
home minus a father. Some children suffer from
more than one of these financial handicaps.

In 1964, of the 14.8 million youngsters under
age 18 counted poor, 45 percent came from a home
including at least 5 children; 30 percent were in
a nonwhite family; 29 percent were in a family
headed by & woman. Of the 6.9 million children
just above the poverty line but still in low-income
status nearly 40 percent were in families with 5
or more children. Three-fifths of the near poor
children and nearly 40 percent of those poor were
in a family headed by a male worker who had a
steady full-time job throughout the entire year
196+ (table 9).

Only 1 in 9 families with children was non-
white, but these families included nearly two-

TaBLE 8.—Composition of poor and nonpoor families, 1964: Percentage distribution of persons in families by age and relationship

to head, and by sex of head

All famities All families with male head | All families with female head
Age of member and relationship to head Nonpoor Nonpoor Nonpoor
Poor - Toor Poor l

Total |Near poor Total |Near poor Total ,Near poor

All families, total number (in thousands) .. ..oc.oiocoeamncann- 6,780 40,950 3.820 5,000 37,850 3,300 1.790 3,100 520
Children in families:

Total number (in thousands) .. ... oocooaiman 14,869 54,500 6. 900 10,480 5,8 6,180 4,390 2.650 720

Number per family . cocuoomieaiiineaenaeas 2.2 1.3 1.3 2.1 1.4 1.9 2.4 .9 1.4

Family members:

Total number (in thousands) .. .coamiemeomeceaaoann 28,940 148,680 15,000 21,840 139.420 13,450 7.100 9,260 1.640

Number per family. e eeamaceeeccacmannaen 4. 3.6 4.0 4.4 3.7 4.1 1.0 3.0 3.2

Total Percent . ... ocooeocmececcnammeamaemaeoneaa 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,60 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Children under age 18, total ... ooiio it 51.3 38.7 45.5 48.2 37.2 45.8 6.7 27.8 42.6

OWwWn ChilAren. . .o e eoecocecacccccmaccemmmcemccsanan s 46.7 35.3 43.4 4.5 36.1 44, 33.6 22.1 34.6

UNACE 6 YOBIS o omeecacmcccmmmeammmmmcmacmemam e senen 17.7 12.1 16.9 18.1 12.7 18.0 16.5 3.4 6.9

B3 e eeccoceemcmeeeccemnceemmmmas-mmemmasemm==cenco 21.3 16.0 19.1 19.7 16.3 19.5 26.3 10.6 16.1

14717 e e e cemammmmemmemcmeceemmeeeceeesamsvammmannss 7.7 7.2 7.4 6.7 7.0 6.8 10.8 8.1 11.6

Other related children . . oo remieiccaceicasmmaaan 4.6 1.4 2.1 3.7 1.1 1.4 7.2 5.7 8.0

Under 8 years...__..... 1.9 .6 1.0 1.6 .5 .6 2.8 2.7 3.9

(i 23 b J P 1.8 .5 T 1.4 4 5 2.9 1.9 2.1

14-17. e ceeeeccccccacammemaaceenn 9 .3 .4 7 .2 .3 1.4 1.t 2.0

Other members, total.._.._ 48.7 63.3 54.5 51.8 62.8 54.1 39.3 72.2 57.4

Under age 25 8.6 10.1 9.8 8.8 9.9 9.6 8.2 12.3 11.7

Head.... 1.9 1.6 2.3 1.9 1.6 2.4 2.1 .8 1.5

Wile_... . 2.2 2.7 3.3 2.9 2.9 3.7 |acaees AN DI PO

Never-m. ren aved 18-21, total. _. 3.2 4.3 3.1 2.9 4.0 2.6 4.2 7.5 6.9

Own children azed 18-21. . _........... 2.7 3.9 2.6 2.6 | 3.8 2.3 3.3 6.1 4.9

Related children aged 18-21. .5 .3 .5 4 2 .3 .3 1.4 2.0

Other relatives. - .o oocoeccccaccaeemaaemcecamennnaens 1.3 1.6 1.1 1.1 1.4 .8 1.9 4.5 3.3

Aged 2554, o iaececcmemmamnnmcnaes 25.0 38.1 27.3 26.3 38.3 27.2 20.8 34.4 27.9

13.2 1.8 14.0 12.0 18.1 13.4 16.7 17.5 19.0

9.4 17.0 11.4 12.4 18.2 2% 3 DR RN IR

2.4 3.0 1.9 1.9 2.1 1.0 4.0 17.0 3.9

6.1 8.3 5.8 6.9 8.2 5.6 3.7 10.6 6.9

3.2 4.4 2.6 3.5 4.2 2.3 2.2 6.9 5.2

2.3 3.3 2.7 3.1 3.5 211 1N PRI DR

.6 6 .4 .3 4 .3 1.6 3.7 1.7

9.0 6.8 1.6 9.8 6.3 11.7 6.5 14.4 10.9

3.1 3.5 6.3 5.8 3.2 6.4 4.1 8.3 5.8

o 2.6 1.8 3.9 3.5 1.9 9% 78 PN PPN P s

Other relatives.. 1.3 1.5 1.4 .9 1.2 1.0 2.4 6.1 5.1
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fifths of all the children on the poverty roll. .A
seventh of the children counted poor came from
the families headed by nonwhite women, although

- such families totaled only 3 percent of all house-

holds with: children, as the figures in the follow-
ing tabulation show.

All famiiies with
Race and sex of head children under age 18 | Children
and number of children t!:mmrs
Families -| Children
28,280 69,370 14,840
100.0 100.0 100.0
81.5 79.7 46.3
50.3 N7 9.4
24.4 33.0 17.4
6.8 - 16.0 19.5
7.1 6.4 15.2°
4.9 2.7 4.1
1.7 2.4 6.8
.5 1.3 4.3
8.3 10.2 24.2
4.2 2.5 2.9
2.3 - 3.2 6.4
1.8 4.5 14.9
3.1 3.7 14.3
1.6 .9 2.5
.9 1.3 5.1
.6 1.5 6.7

The households of the poor not onlv had more
.children but younger children. In 2 out of 5 poor
families there was at least one child under age 6
_“1n the home. This finding held for units headed

"by a man as well as those headed by 1 woman.
The presence of young children in a family
constitutes a double hazard with respect to
poverty The yomwsters themselves generally
do not contribute enough in earnings to meet their
own needs and the demands of a young family
malke it more difficult for the homemaker—be she
wife or family head—to go to work and add to
family income. Among ‘111 families with children
under age 6, two- thlrds of those headed by a
woman were poor, and one-seventh of those headed
'by a man (table 4).

Some families poor when the children were .

small could move to higher status as they and the
_mother could add thexr earnings to family income.
'On the other hand, in other families, the young-
sters left home as they reached their teens, so that

poor houseliolds that included nearly a fourth of
" all preschool children in the population accounted -

for only a seventh of all persons aged 20-21. The
figures below show by family status and age the

"percentage of all young people who are in a poor

household :

Percent in poor households
Age Never Family-
*f+ | Unrelated LACLIE S,
married | .- .:° subfamily Wife
child {ndxvxdual heud
Under 6 b 30 U I I S IR
. b1 U R SN RS
19.5 FOR M) )
16.9 0] ®) 3.6
13.8 55.1 35.7 20.6
11.1 40.6 20.2 12.1

1 Less than 0.05 percent.

Children of the poor were less likely to complete
any higher education, and youngsters with little
education who formed their own households were
more likely to be poor than those who had more
schooling. Thus, although teen-aged youth as a
group were underrepresented in poor households,
youngsters not in school but not a high school
graduate were overrepresented. The households
of the poor included only 11 percent of all persons
aged 16-21 not in'school but with a high school
diploma, 15 percent of those still attending school,
and 32 percent of those who had dropped out
without completing high school,

The child being mlse(l without a father was dis-
advantaged in many ways. The woman bringing
up her c]ulchen by herself had almost as many
to look after as the male head of a family" with
children, but she had on the average only two-
fifths as much income to do it with. Her family
was therefore four tnnes as likely to be poor as
his.

Not only were children in_a broken home more
likely to have insufficient support than children
in a “normal” family, they were also less likely
to enjoy the privacy of their own household. Of
the 25 million parent-child groups including a
father, only 440,000 or 2 percent were sharing
living quarters as a subfamily in the home of a
relative in March 1965. But of the 3 million
mother-child groups, 490,000 or 1614 percent were
living as a subfamily. Children being raised by
their mother accordingly were nearly 8 times as
likely to live in another relative’s household as
children being brought up by both their father
and mother.

There are 214 million mothers of 6 million
children who are heads of a f’tmlly Together
with the half a million mothers in subffxmlhes,
who are even poorer, they are résponsible for over
634 million children. Two out.of 3 of these chil-
dren are poor—or would be except that they are
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able to share with relatives better off than they.
Adding in other related children in the same
households brings the number of children in fami-
lies headed by a woman to about 7 million. Of
these 4.4 million are poor and about 400,000 more
would be if they and their parents were living as
separate family units relying solely on their own
. Tesources.

Some Facts About Race and Poverty

Of the 34.1 million persons counted poor in
1964, 1015 million were nonwhite. For all age
groups combined the chances that a nonwhite
person would be poor were 34 times as great as
for the white. Among children under age 18, the
nonwhite youngsters ran a risk of poverty four
times that of the white. Indeed to the majority

TasLE 9.—The poverty and low-income matrix, 1964: Number of households and total number of persons below the SSA poverty
index and number above that level but below the low-income index, by sex of head, number of children, and work experience

of head in 1964

[In thousands}

U.S. non- The poor . The near poor
institutional
population Ilouseholds Number of persons Households Number of persons
Children Children
Type of household Head In Head In
Num- year- families year- families
herof | Per- | Num- | Per- | round Total with | Num- | Per- | round Total with
house- | cent ber cent fult- head ber | cent full- head
holds time Total | year- time Total | year-
worker round worker round
full- full-
time time
worker worker
All households
b 17\ I S R 59,800 | 100.0 | 11,890 [ 100.0 | 2,680 | 34,050 | 14,860 [ 6,060 | 4,530 | 100.0
20.1 5,060 42.6 570 { 5.060 | ... . |ceeeeoae 700 15.4
12.4 | 2.310 19.4 . i 7.1
7.7 2,750 23.1 8.3
79.9| 6,830 57.4 84.6
With no children......._......._. 19, 569 32.6 | 2.280 19.2 31.8
With children. > . . ... ... 28,280 47.2 | 4.550 38.2 52.8
1 9 14.8 920 7.7 13.9
13.9 940 7.9 12.4
9.1 910 7.7 9.5
4.7 640 5.4 7.4
2.4 510 4.3 5.3
2.2 620 5.2 4.3
b X117\ F 47,430 79.2 | 8,440 5.1 79.4
Unrelated individuals____._.__.... 4,620 7.71 1.440 12.1 6.5
Underaze65._.. ... 3.310 5.5 810 6.8 4.0
Ared 65 or over.. 1,299 2.2 620 5.3 2.5
Families....._..... 42,830 71.5 | 35,000 42.0 72.9
With no children.. 17.450 29.1 1,890 15.9 27.8
1Vith children..... 25,380 42.4| 3,110 26.1 45.0
) S, 7.80 13.0 590 4.9 9.8
b S 7,620 12.7 620 5.2 10.8
k: 4,990 8.3 620 5.2 8.6
[ S 2,530 4.2 420 3.5 6.9
[ SO, 1,3% 2.2 400 3.3 5.0
Gormore. .. ...cceceacnanannn 1,140 1.9 460 3.9 3.9
20.8| $5.460 45.9 540 | 10,780 | 4.390 580 930 20.6
12.4 | 3,620 3.8 340 400 8.9
6.9! 1,500 12.8 280 140 3.0
5.5 2,120 17.9 60 269 5.8
8.4| 1,830 15.4 2% 530 11.7
3.5 390 3.3 37 180 4.0 380
4.8 1,440 12.1 170 350 7.7 90 | 1,230 720 220
1.8 330 2.8 20 190 4.1 32 480 180 30
1.2 329 2.7 40 70 1.8 30 240 140 60
.7 200 2.5 30 | 40 .9 10 180 129 20
) 220 1.8 40 20 .5 0 110 90 10
.2 120 1.0 20 10 .3 10 100 70 50
.3 160 1.3 20 20 .4 10 130 110 40




TaBLE 10.—Incidence of poverty in 1964 among children under age 18, by age and relationship to family head and by race and

sex of head
“ ' : : In all families : In white families _'In nonwhite families
Age of children and sex of family head Other | - . Other . . Other " -
. " y © Own Own Own
Total related Total related Total related
~ . children children ; cl?ildren' children .| children children
: ' Total number of children (in thousands)
Male head | | . o -
All children underage 18........._._._: .. . ... ... 62,460 60.100 2,360 55,040 | 53,380 1,460 | - 7,410 6.520 | 890
Under age 6 21,620 1,010 19,640 19,010 630 . 2,980 2,610 380
6-13......... 27,070 | 890 24,770 |- 24,220 550 3,190 2,85 340
: 11,410 460 10,630 10,340 { . 280 1,240 1,060 ) 170
580 | 1,040 4350 3,860 480 2,80 1,800 850
1,490 450 1,110} .900 |- 210 820 590 230
2,850 -390 2,050 1,890 150 1,180 950 230
1,810, 200 1,190 1,070, . 120}, 530 | 440 8o
. R Percent of children in pbverf& status
Male head
Allc' “ldren under 8ge 18_.__.___.__ooooooooie L 16.9 16.2 [ . 34.4 12.4 12.2 21.6 49.8 49.0 55.3
Under age 5._.. ’ : T 19.0 18.2 34.3 14.0 13.7 23.0 51.8 51.6 53.3
6-13..__. 16.5 15.9 . 35.4 12211 - 11,9 19.6 51.0 49.8 60.9
14-17_. 13.6 12.9 32.5 10.3 10.0 22.5 41.9 40.8 48.6
Female head N
All children under age 18 62.7 85.1 49.0 51.0 54.5 22.9 82.6 85.6 72.1
L’nd‘er age 6 g . 70.8 78.7 44.7 ~60.1 70.1 18.2 85.3 |-*  91.7 +69.1
6-13. . ... 64.3 65.6 54.1 52.9 55.3 23.0 83.8 -86.2 74,4
I 50.4 50.6 48.8 39.1 40.0 31.1 15.7 76._1 738

t

of the nonwhite population, privation was no
stranger: By the Social Security Administration
definition, nearly half were poor in 1964; an addi-
tional ten percent were above the poverty line but
still in what would at best be called near-poverty
status. Among children under age 14 only three
n ten were being raised in a family- that would
“not be considered in low-income status (table 1).
Nonwhite families tended at the same time to
include more children than white families and
more often to have a woman at the head—situa-
tions both likely to be accompanied by a high risk
of poverty. In a third of all nonwhite families
with children in the home there were at least four;
only a sixth of the white families with children
had this many. Eight percent of the white and
27 percent of the nonwhite households with_chil-
dren relied on a woman as the family head (table
2). On the other hand, these very situations are
In part a result of the underlying poverty afflicting
the nonwhite population as well as its cause.
As has ‘already been mentioned, the greater
number of children being raised in nonwhite fami-
“lies signified more than the fact that nonwhite
women bear more children. In part it reflected
the overall poverty of the nonwhite population
that brings 2 or more related family units under
one roof. '

Family groups with insufficient income are more
likely to move in with other relatives in order to
cut living expenses. Nonwhite families with their
generally lower incomes tend to have more sub-
families than white families—that 1s, parent-child
or husband-wife combinations living in the home

- of a relative head—and consequently more related

- children in the household in addition to the family
Lead’s own children.- In March 1965, when income
data. for 1964 were collected there were 223,000
nonvwhite subfamilies including children, about 69
in every 1,000 families with any children under
age 18. Among white families with any related
children under age 18 there were only 28 in every
1,000 that included a parent-child subfamily.?
Fully a seventh of all children in nonwhite fami-
lies in 1964 and a fifth of those in nonwhite
families headed by a woman were “related™ chil-
dren rather than “own™ children—that is, they

. were not children of the family head or spouse
but of some other relative.who may or may not
have also lived in the family (table.10). -

Among white families, only 1 in 10 of the clil-
dren in families headed by a woman and. 1'in 30

2 Bureau of the Census, “Household and Family Char-
acteristics: March . 1965,” Current-. Population Rcports
(Series P-20, in press).
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of those in all families were related rather than
own children.

On the whole, whatever the lack of privacy or
other sacrifice entailed, sharing a home with rela-
tives outside the immediate family materially de-
creased the risk of poverty for white children
with no father present.

More than half of the white children in a family
headed by their mother with no father present
were in poverty. Of the related rather than own
children in families headed by a woman, only a
fourth were poor. For children under age 6, whose
care might interfere with the mother’s freedom to
take a job, 70 percent of the own children in
families headed by a woman were poor compared
with 18 percent of the other related children. In
families with a man at the head the children were
less likely to be poor when it was their father who

was the family head than when someone else was.
A mother sharing living arrangementis could add
to family income either by having someone else
keep house while she went to work or by herself
acting as housekeeper while a relative was at a
job. For a man on the other hand, sharing a home
with relatives might counteract his own limited
earning capacity but probably not improve it.
For the nonwhite children, for whom doubling
with relatives was more common, there was much
less difference in the poverty status of those living
just with their own family and those sharing

_quarters with relatives. With a woman as family '

head, 86 percent of her own children were poor,
and 72 percent of the other related children. With
a nonwhite man at the head, 49 percent of his own
children were poor and 55 percent of the other
children. '

TapLe 11.—Source of income and poverty status of households in 1964: Share (percent) of aggregate income from spéciﬁed

source 1 by age of head

DWW DN O L - P00

All units With OASDI benefits Without OASDI benefits
. - s Without With Without
Age of head PA or With earnings earnings earnings earnings
and poverty status L 1T All
Total QASDI| Eam UL | other | Total Total
benefits | ings { pay- All Al All PAor All
: ments [P0 OASDI| Earn-{ i3, OASDI Sho. Earn-| other | UL | other
benefits | ings |sources| DENEALS |sources 1ngs. gources| PEY.. sources
Families
All households._...o...... 100.0 3.31 90.4 1.1 5.5 12.2 1.9 6.9 1.2 ‘ 1.4 1.1 87.8 | 83.5 3.5 0.3 0.5
Poor? ._..... .-| 100.0 15.8 | 63.6 | 13.0 7.51 23.5 5.7 4.0 1.4 10.1 2.2 76.5| 59.6 7.7 6.6 2.6
Nonpoor..... -| 100.0 2.7 91.4 .5 5.5 11.8 1.7 7.0 1.2 1:0 1.0 | 88.21 -84.4 3.3 O] .5
Near poor 4. .| 100.0 13.1 77.8 2.7 6.4 2).6 4.6 3.9 1.1 8.6 2.5 79.4| 73.9 4.1 .4 1.0
(0773 17-1 S, 100.0§ . 2.3 | 92.0° 4 531 11.4 1.8 71 1.2 .7 9| 88.6| 38+.9 3.2 ® 4
1.1 64.2 .8 3.8 6.4 .9 4.7 ] .2 21 93.6| 89.5 3.5 .2 .3
6.6 73.8| 12.9 6.8] 11.6 3.0 3.0 1.0 3.6 1.1] 88.4| 70.8| 8.4 6.8 2.4
9| 94.8 .5 3.9 6.3 .8 4.7 .5 .1 21 93.7¢ 90.1 3.4 ) .3
3.5| 89.9 2.1 4.5 7.2 2.0 2.7 .5 1.5 .51 92.81 87.2 4.3 .3 1.0
.8 | 95.0 .4 3.8 6.2 .7 4.8 .4 .1 21 03.8%1 90.2 3.3 *) .3
25.0 51.3 2.1 21,51 72.6 12.3 ] 29.7 8.0 12.7 9.8 27.4| 21.6 3.0 .8 2.3
58.6 16.2 | 13.5 11.8! 79.0 18.4 8.6 3.8 40.2 8.0 21.0 l 7.6 4.6 5.3 3.6
22.4| 5.0 1.2 22.2| 72.1 1.9} 31..3 8.4 10.5 9.9 27.9! 22.7 2.8 ! .1 2.2
63.1 15.0 5.5 16.4| 89.7 17.9 9.9 3.7 45.3: 12.8} 10.3§ 5.1 3.2 .8 1.3
18.8 | 57.4 9| 22.8{ 70.6 1.3 33.2 8.8 7.5 9.71] 20.4| 24.2 2.9 1 2.2
L1 1
Unrelated individuals
All households 100.0 9.8 72.9 2.4 15.0 19.7 2.2 3.1 1.4 7.6 5.5| 80.3 | 69.8 3.3 0.6 8.
oor? _..... 100.0 46.3| 24.4] 14.5] 14.90| 57.8 5.9 2.7 .9 4.4 8.1} 42.2| 2.7} 3.1 10.1 7.
Nonpoor.... 100.0 5.3| 78.8° 9| 15.0 15.0 1.8 3.1 1.4 3.5 6.1 85.0 75.7 3.4 .2 5.
Near poor * 100.0 30,51 36.8 7.7 24¢.9| 50.8 5.4 4.1 1.4 25.1 14.6 | 49.4 | 32.7 4.6 3.8 8.
Other___ .. oo 100.0 4.3 | 80.5 6! 14.61 13.8 1.6 3.1 1.5 2.7 4.7 86.4} 77.4 3.3 .1 5.
TUnder age 65.. 100.0 1.6 | 89.7 1.3 7.4 3.7 .5 1.0 .3 1.1 8| 96.3 | 8.7 3.8 1.7 2.
Poor2 ... 100.0 15.1 56.6 12.9 15.3} 20.3 3.9 2.8 .2 11.2 2.0 79.7 53.8 7.3 9.2 9
Nonpoor.. 100.0 .81 01.7 9 6.8 2.7 .3 .9 .3 .5 i 97.3 | 92.8° 3.6 .1 2.
Near poo! 100.0 6.2 69.8 6.5( 17.6 11.8 1.2 1.3 0 5.0 4.3 88.2| 68.3 9.7 22 8
Other... 100.0 LTy 92.2 .5 6.6 2.5 .3 .9 .3 .4 61 97.5] 91.3 3.5 ® 2.
Aged 65 ot 100.0 32.8! 25.2) 5.2| 38.6] 64.8 6.9 8.9 4.4 26.0 18.6 | 35.2 16.3 1.9 3.3 13.
POOT 2. e 100.0 65.1 4.9 15.3 14.7 | 380.4 7.1 2.6 1.0 58.0 11.6 19.6 2.3 7 10.6 6.
Nonpoor..cccmcueaacanc-a- 100.0 21.71 32.3 1.6 1 4.1 59.4 6.9 1t.1 5.5 14.81 21.9| 40.6 | 2.2 2.3 .7 16.
Near poor *_ --j 100.0 50.6 9.6 8.6 31.1 83.0 8.8 6.5 2.5 41.91 23.3 17.0 3.1 .3 1.7 8
Other. .o eceecccaceaan 100.0 18.6 | 34.7 1.0 45.6 56.9 6.7 11.6 5.9 11.9} 23.7 43.1 ] .23.1 2.6 3 17,
1 Earnings, old-age, survivers, and disability insurance (OASDI) henefits, index.

public assistance (PA) payments, unemployment insurance (UI} benefits,
or other sources.
2 Income in 1964 of family or unrelated individuals below SSA poverty

3 Less than 0.05 pereent.

4 Income in 1964 of family or unrelated individuals above poverty level
but below low-income index.
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SOURCES OF INCOME OF THE POOR

The income data for 1964 that were collected
by thé Bureau of the Census in its Current Popu-
lation Survey sample for March 1965 can be iden-
tified as earned income (including proceeds from
self-employment as well as wages and salaries),
OASDI benefits, public assistance or unemploy-
ment insurance payments, receipts of interest,
dividends, or rent, and income from all other
sources public or private. The data have been
tabulated for households—that is, for unrelated
individuals and for family units—rather than for
persons because it is the combined income of all
related members that determines whether a house-
hold will be called poor. Moreover, in many in-
stances where income is received jointly by 2 or
more family members, it is not possible to appor-
tion it among the recipients. o
"The data on earnings parallel and extend the
association between employment and poverty re-

C g,
.oX

ferred to eisewhere in this paper. For a variety
of reasons the data on income other than earnings
are useful in the main for the households of the
aged. It is they who are most likely to receive
‘OASDI benefits, the only public income-support
program that is separately identified for 1964.
It is likewise the aged whose relative income
position might be most affected by receipt of
interest, dividends or rent, the only private in-
come source other than earnings that is separately
shown. Data for sources of income in 1565, ob-
tained in greater detail from a considerably
‘larger sample of families, should be more gen-
erally useful and permit more extensive analysis.

Limitations of the Data

As tabulated for the Social Security Adminis-
tration the income source data have substantive
and some procedural limitations. The substantive

TaBLE 12.—Source of income and incidence of poverty in households in 1964: Percent poor or near poor by specified source of

income and age of head

N 1
With income from earnings With no income {rom esrningzs
. Total with
QOASDI
Earnings and With OASDI Without OASDI benefits .
other sources benefits benefits Total
Age of head and 1964 income level {Total! Earn- With (\)v‘l&téloDuIt
. : - "t

Total | ings Total ¢ No No - ;s benefits

only | With_|Without Po orl PA or PAOr pA or| (OF | With

bOASrIi)I bOA‘Sé)té Total pay- UI | Total pay- UI out | other

' enefits | bene pay- pay-
. ments ments other [sources
ments ) Ments o rCes
Families
All households with low-income.] 22:7 | 18.7| 21.3 23.3 13,4} 67.8| 61.5| 79.0| 59.3 | 82.6 | 96.5| 57.4| 36.3| 01.7 19.9
Poor : 14.5 11.4 12.7 |, 14.4 ‘8.6 | 49.0 | 37.6 59.51 34.9 76.0 | 90.6 46.6 | 22.3 63.8 12.9
8.2 7.3 8.6 {* 8.9 4.8 18.8 | 23.9 19.5 | 24.4 6.6 5.9 10.8 1.0 27.9 7.0
2| 27.71 -31.0 * 20.3 | 100.0 ¢ 0 *) ) 3y - *) (] () 30.3
18.0 | 15.1 | 16.9 0 11.2] 97.3| ) 0 ) ) ) Q] (%) () 18.0
12.2] 12.6 | 14.1 () 9.1 2.7 ) 0 (%) (2) () *) Q)] 12.3
19.4 17.3 1 20.4 20.6 i12.4| 80.8| 73.6 *) 71.21 85.6| 97.0 60.7 | 29.2 95.8 18.6
- 12.7 10.7 12.3 13.6 8.0 | -70.1 56.4 (1) 53.0 78.9 1 92.3 47.2 | 2.6 82.1 120
6.7 6.6 8.1 7.0. 4.4 10.8 17.2 (%) 18.2 6.7 4.7 13.5 8.6 13.7 5.6
39.1 25.3 19.7 26,1 25.5 59.7 58.7 75.9 56.9 | 67.9] 91.9; 49.1 40.7 90.8 33.0
24.0 15.7 14.9 15.4 17.8 | 36.4 33.3 53.9 31.1 60.51 81.1 43.5 | 23.4 59.3 26.2
15.1 9.6 4.8 10.7 7.8 23.3| 25.4| 22.0] 25.8 7.4 10.8 5.6 17.3 31.5 6.8
Unrelated individuals
48.31 27.6 | 27.9 45.1 18.81 79.9 76.5| 86.5] 75.5| 85.1| 97.9| 62.7] 68.5 I 95.1 l 38.6
42.3 22,91 24.1 37.0 13.9 71.9} 66.4| 76.3} 65.4| 80.4| 91.0 55.5 58.9 ; 92.9! 34.4
6.0 4.7 3.8 8.1 4.9 8.0 10.1 10.2 10.1 4.7 6.9 7.2 9.6 2.2 4.2
43.9¢ 32.8| 33.1 (%) 320 98.5( () & & 1000 O ®) @ @ ! 44.0
38.51 26.7{ 28.2 (%) 20.5| 96.9 ) () * 98.417 (3 . ) ) [Q I 33.6
5.4 6.1 4.9 () 11.5 1.6 (3) ) () 1.6 *) %) ) 1O 5.4
34.6 23.9 25.3 54.9 17.1 84.2 79.5| € 78.4 85.8 98.1 64.2 68.5 98.7 31.6
.30.6 1 20.1{ 21.9 50.7 12.8 | 78.9| 68.9 ?) 66.7 | 82.3f 90.6| 58.9| 60.8| 95.9 27.9
4.0 3.8 3.4 4,2 4.3}1. 5.3 1n.8 (&) 11.7 3.5 7.5 5.3 7.7 2.7 3.7
67.9 | 39.7| 45.5 42.5 21.6 7.6 76.3 86.2 75.3| 81.6 97.7.; 61.0 68.7 94.9 66.4 '

59.1 32.2 41.8 32.9 18.3 68.2 66.2 75.0 65.3 4.5 91.5 51.0 58.7 92.6 60.5
8.8 7.5 3.7 9.6 3.3 9.4 10.1§ 11.2] 10.0 7.1 6.2 10.0} 10.0 2.3 ' 5.9

t Includes households reporting no income for 1964. recciving any OASDI

$ No unrelated individual under age 25 reported
2 Not shown for base less than 100,000. !

benefits. ,
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TasLg 13.—OASDI payments in 1964: Percentage distribution
ments, by age of head and other sources of income by poverty s

of households receiving OASDI benefits and of aggregate pay-
tatus '

Households receiving OASDI benefits ! Aggregate OASDT benefits !
Age of head and specified source of income Noapoor Nonpoor
Total | Poor? N Total | Poor? N
Near ear

Total poor Other Total poor Other
TOtAL - oo eeeeeeeammaeceecceemenammasncaasceseansesnnoesamsnan 100.0 | 100.0 { 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
UNAer 028 65 -« .o eooceeececcmeemmmaseseemcemmeemmece-eesmasassocoas 29.6 22.7 33.1 19.8 36.2 26.6 23.7 27.7 20.0 29.6
Unrelated individuals_ . ..o oo ciaiammiei e 4.2 7.4 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0 5.8 1.9 1.8 2.0
OASDIT, no other inCoOMe. ..o .roeocmcieemannnaancneons . 1.0 2.7 1 .1 Q] .8 2.8 1 .2 1
OASDI and eamings ... oocioammaaoccmannanaaoeeen - 1.8 2.7 1.4 .8 1.8 1.0 1.5 .8 .4 .9
With PA of Ul o icciciimemmarecarmermmmeeaceee - 1 0 .1 0 1 *) 0 Q] 0 B
Withno PAor Ul .o mccccancanacaanas - 1.8 2.7 1.3 .6 1.5 1.0 11.7 .8 .3 .8
OASDI and other income, but no earnings........--.c----- 1.4 1.9 1.1 1.8 .9 1.1 1.6 1.0 1.1 1.0

With PAor Ul .. acciceeaanan .2 .6 ¢) 0 (&) .1 .5 D] 0 O]
Withno PA or Ul oo iiameeacecanecrccneenens 1.1 1.4 1.1 1.8 .9 1.0 1.1 .9 1.1 .9
Families 0f 20T MOre_...oocoocoocacccmmnnncennee 25.4 15.3 30.6 17.4 33.7 23.7 17.9 25.7 18.4 27.6
OASDI, no other income. 1.5 3.8 4 1.6 1 2.3 6.3 .9 3.2 .3
OASDI and earnings3_._. 21.2 8.3 27.9 11.9 31.8 18.3 8.1 22.0 10.7 24.8
With PAor Ul_...... 2.5 1.6 3.0 1.9 3.3 1.9 - 1.2 2.1 1.1 2.4
Withno PA of Ul oo nmaciccmiaeamcsmccemmammmcmacomenas 18.7 6.8 79.5 9.9 28.5 16.4 6.8 19.9 9.6 22.5
OASDI and other income, but no earnings. ... .coooeomceooenne- 2.6 3.3 2.3 3.9 1.9 3.1 3.5 2.9 4.6 2.4
With PA 0f Ul oo emimcaccccccceicmmsmmcmcmmmsemmsmencsenmnas T 1.5 .3 7 .2 .6 1.4 .3 T .3
With no PA or UL 1.9 1.8 2.0 3.3 1.7 2.4 2.1 2.6 4.0 2.2
Aged 65 0F OVl oo oo ceemnicaocmaccoamanmamneceoasn oo e 70.4 7.3 86.9 80.1 63.8 73.4 76.3.1 2.3 80.0 70.4
Unrelated individuals. ..o oocaeimceiciianaaaenes 28.4 48.6 17.9 2.4 16.8 21.6 42.34 143 15.8 13.9
0ASDI, no other income....... 3.8 23.9 1.0 1.6 .8 7.2 23.1 1.5 ° 1.8 1.4
OASDIand eurnings® ... c.cuaamcaceccennnmanannaes 6.5 6.2 6.8 4.8 7.0 4.6 4.6 4.5 2.7 5.0
With PAor Ul._.._... .3 3 3 .2 ] .2 .2 1 .1 1
. Withno PA or Ul ..o iiiiiiiimcceesacoacuacnanen 6.2 5.9 6.3 4.6 6.7 4.4 4.4 4.4 2.6 4.9
OASDI and other income, but no earnings.c.cccvcuuau-a- 13.1 18.5 10.3 15.9 8.9 9.9 14.5 8.3 n.2y 7.5
With PAor Ul oo eieivmnecanccccen 2.1 4.5 .8 1.8 .6 1.1 2.9 5 .8 .4
Withno PAor Ul ooooicinacaannns 11.0 14.0 9.5 14.1 8.4| 8.8 11.7 7.8 10.4 71
Families of 2 or more.......... 42.1 28.7 49.0 57.7 47.0 51.7 34.0 38.0 64.2 56.5
QASDI, no other income 6.0 10.4 3.7 15.0 1.1 8.8 14.8 8.6 22.3 2.9
OASDIand earnings . cnnecereeccccocmmcmmmnsnnccasamsasascamas 23.2 10.3 | . 29.9 19.6 32.3 25.5 10.7 3.7 18.2 33.9
With PAOr Ul .ot iiacceccccccscssnsenacmsasaassacnmanass 2.2 1.5 ‘2.6 1.4 2.9 1.9 1.6 2.0 .8 2.3
Withno PAor Ul e ieeccacacccsaannanscacsasnaroacsans 21.0 8.8 27.3 18.2 29.4 23.6 9.2 28.7 17.4 31.6
OASDI and other income, hut N0 €3rNIDEIcmcucmccnmnanannencennan- 12.9 7.9 15.4 23.1 13.6 17.5 8.5 20.7 23.1 19.9
With PA Of Ul e ocen it ecaccmacccecamesmnascsmasannasosenas 1.8 2.9 -1.3 3.3 .8 1.8 2.8 1.8 2.7 1.3
WiIthno PA of Ul oo eieenecmceseccocnssmmmamsmaanmnanons 11.0 5.0 14.1 19.8 12.8 15.6 ‘5.9 19.1 21.0 18.7

1 0ASDI na}ments received by one or more family members in 1964.
\ :llncomc in 1964 of unrelated individual or family below SSA poverty
ndex.

limitation is that reports on public assistance or
unemployment insurance payments were not ob-
tained separately by the Bureau of the Census.
Moreover, it is not possible to distinguish the sum
total of all payments from public programs. One
cannot therefore assay the role that such pro-
grams can and do play in protecting against
poverty. Social security payments, which now
reach three-fourths of all persons aged 65
or older, were recorded separately, however.
Although the number of families recelving pay-
ments from veterans’ programs, railroad retire-
ment or civil-service annuities, and the like is not
known, at least for the aged it is well-established
that in the main persons benefitting from -these
programs are also receiving OASDI payments.®

The combination of public assistance and un-
employment insurance payments makes for diffi-

3 Lenore A. Epstein, “Income of the Aged in 1962:
First Findings of the 1963 Survey of the Aged,” Social
Security Bulletin, March 1964.

3 With or without income from other sources.
4 Less than 0.05 percent.

culty in interpretation because the one, based on
a means test, has as its purpose aid to the poor,
but the other, based on employment history, has
no such restriction.* In most instances where in-
come from these sources is reported by a house-
hold with no earnings during the year it is safe
to assume it represents public assistance; the pay-
ment, if reported by a family with some earnings,
is more likely to come from unemployment in-
surance. In like fashion, if the household report-
ing such income is poor the payment could come
from either program; if the household is not in
poverty the payment is almost surely an unem-
ployment insurance benefit. Public assistance
standards in most States are so low and the eligi-
bility requirements so stringent that assistance
payments themselves are almost always less than

4 Census income data collected for the year 1965 do
show public assistance as well as OASDI p'uyments sepa-
rately and will make it possible in addition to identify all
who receive income from any public program..
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the poverty criterion and other sources of income
“such as earnings are deducted .from rather than -
added to the assistance grant.

The procedural limitation is not so readily over-
come. In the course of an interview, some house-
holds give incomplete data on income or none at
all. Inasmuch as information is recorded for each
member separately in some instances. the respond-
ent will not know the details for someone not at
home at the time of interview. In other cases,
there may be a reluctance to reveal some or all

+

TanLE 14.—Source of income and poverty<status of ho
from specified source by age of head and poverty status -

sources of income. Under existing Census proce-
dures for collecting and tabulating 1964 incomes,
no distinction was made between nonresponses
where only the amount from a specified source
was not reported and those where it was not as-
certained whether in-fact there was any income
froni that source. For the regular Current Pop-
ulation Survey tabulations, if any source was not
Specified and - reported income was less than
$10,000-the person was assigned the amounts and
sources of income reported for another person.of

useholds in 1064: Percentage distribution of households receiving income

.

A - With incoine from carnings With no income from earnings
i i
Earnings and other sources
- With Without
Ace of head and Total With * Without 0OASDI henefits OASDI benefits
poverty status in 1964, Earn-|* OASDI henefits OASDI henefits . . :
N Total | ines : Total —

only . . . . : .
PA[or No l’;[\ I':L\rlor No P.[\ A or No[f:A P.—\[or N’o{‘[A

’ & or U0 U6 Jor UGl - Ul [orUIl U or'U

Total “pav- | pay- Total ; pay- | pay- Total pay- | -pay- Total pay- | pay-
ments!{ ments ments'i ments ments!; ments. ments!; ments

Familics

100.0 1 9221 47.6 1.2} -1.2 0.0} 33.4 7.4 ! 25.9 7.8 -58 } 0.6’ 3.2 2.0 1.1 0.9
100.0 74.3 42.8 1.4 1.9 9.5 2.1 1.9 8.2 25.5 15.5 2.7 12.8 1.0 7.1 2.9
100.0 94.8 48.4 11.2 1.1 1.1 35.2 6.3 i 28.9 1.8 4.2 31 .3.9 .6 .1 -]
100.0 81.3 49.7 12.2 1.3 10.9 19.4 8.8 10.6 18.8 16.9 1.5 15.4 1.9 .7 1.2
100.0 96.5 48.2 11.1 1.1 0.0 37.2 6.4 3.8 3.4 29 .2 2.7 .5 0 .8
0.0 97.8 | 6R.3 K S | .5 28.9 1.5 17.41 - 2.1 .2 0 .2 1.9 1.5 .4
87.9 68.6 0 0 0 19.3 9.8 9.5 12.2 1.2 0 1.2 11.0 9.2 1.8
99.9 | 68.3 .7 . G 319 1191 19.0 .1 0 0 0- .1 0 .1
Near poor 99.2 (1 77.2 3.2 1.6 1.6 18.8 8.0 10.8 .8 0 0 0 .8 0 .8

Other. . . .. 100.0 | 66.7 .8 LT 32.5).12.37 2.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ITcad aged 25-64 97.2] ,52.8 6.7 .8 5.9 37.7 7.9 29.8 2.9 1.2 2 1.0 1.7 .9 .8
Poor ... 84.2 1 52.5 7.3 1.4 5.9 24.4 14.4 9.8 15.8 6.0 1.4 4.6 9.8 7.2 2.8
Nonvoor_____.._._______.__..._ ... 99.0 52.8 6.6 T 5.9 39.6 7.0 32.4 21,24 -8 0 - .6 .8 .1 .5
Near poor . 4.8 1 63.4 6.9 1.2 5.7 24.5 11.1 13.4 3.2 3.3 -4 2.9 1.9 .6 1.3
Other. . ] um.q 99.1 5191 6.5 . .7 5.8 40.7 6.5 34.2 .81 4 0 .4 .4 0 .4
1ead aged 650rover. ... ___ 1000 | 6.1 6.5( 43.7 4.2 39.5 9.9 2.6 7.3 30.9; 355| 3.4! 32.1 4.4 1.8 2.6
Yoor . ... 00,01 39.7 4.1 28.2 43| 23.9 7.4 4.6 2.8 6.3] 49.5 7.7 4.8 10.8 6.1 4.7
Nonpoor. 100,10 66.7 7.3 48.7 4.3 44. 4 10.7 2.1 8.6 33.51 .31.2 2.1 29.1 ¢+ 2.3 .4 1.9
Near po 100.0 37.9 2.1 3.8 2.3 28.58 5.0 3.0 2.0 6t.9 59.7 5.0 54.7 2.2 1.3 .9
Other_..._.. Feeeedemssecccacmann 1.0 73.5 3.6 52.8 4.7 1 48.1 12.1 1.81 10,3 26.4| 23.9 1.3 22.6 2.5 .3 2.2

Unrelated individuals

All houschold 100.0 | 63.6 ] 36.5 8.7 .3 8.4 18.4 3.8 4.6 36.3( 25.6 2.4 23.2 0.7 4.5 6.2
Poor___..._.... om0} 37.27 22,5 R.3 .3 8.0 6.4 2.1 437 62.7] 43.3 4.7 38.6 19.4 10.5 3.9
Nonnoor..... W00 8 S5 455 9.0 4 3.6 26.0 4.8 21.2 19.4 4.1 .9 13.2 5.3 .7 4.6
.- Near poor. . 1000 46.8 21.6 1n.2 .4 10.8 14.0 6.5) - 7.8 53.1 40,9 3.8 37.1 12.2 5.0 7.2
Other._..__.. - 1000 F 84,51 48.3 8.8 .4 3.4 27.4 4.6 22.8 15.5 1.0 6 10.4 4.5 .2 4.3
oo o7 | s o | on 0 18.6 | 581 128] 2.9 3] 0 3] 2.8 .6 2.0
100.0 91.81 78.4 0 0 0 13.4 .2 0.2 8.1 0 0 [} 8.1 1:1 7.0

100.0 99.2 78.5 0 0 0 2.7 6.8 13.9 .8 -4 0 .4 4 -4 0
100.07) 7904|8070 o o TR N AT - HROr o R I IS Rl o T
VA_L'o(I 25-64 A0 871 53.8 3.9 20 3.7 20.4 6.0 | 23.4 13.1 4.8 ) 4.3 8.3 2.8 5.5
1.0 68,1 4.5 7.3 [N R 14.3 4.8 9.8 34.0 12.3 1.8 10.7 21.7 9.5 12.2
100,01 94.6 ] 57.2 2.6 2 2.4 34.8 6.4 28.4 5.6 2.0 A 1.9 3.6 .4 3.2
100.0 H.5 43.2 3.7 0 3.7 29.6 14.2 15.4 23.4 1.7 0 1.7 L7 4.9 6.8
100.0 y 95.6 | 38.0 2.5 .3 2,271 35.1 5.9 29.2 4.4 1.5 .1 1.4 2.9 <1 28
100.0 |- 25.9 1.61 17.2 LT 1605 4.1 .5 3.6, 74.21 58.3 5.5| 52.8 15.9 7.6. 8.3
100.0 14.3 3.3, 9.7 .5 9.2 1.3 .5 .8 ’ 85.7 | 66.4 7.0 59.4 19.3 12.0 7.3
. 100.0 |° 41.8 6.4 | 27.5 1) 26.4 7.9 4 7.5 53.4( 47.0 3.4 4361 11.4 1.6 9.8
Near poor 1000 220 19l 179 TIT2 14 0 1.4 8.6) 6437 67| a7.7] 1421 52 9.0
Other 100.0 47.3 T 30.0 1.1 25.9 9.6 .5 l 9.1 l 52.6 42.2 2.4 39.8 1.4 .3 9.9

o 1 . . .

! Public assistance (PA) or unemployment insurance (UI) payments re-.
ceived by onc or more family members in 1964. :

* Not shown for base less than 100,000.




the same age,SeX, Iace, family - status, weeks
worked, and major occupation group. These im-
puted incomes were used in-the basic classification
of households as poor or nonpoor in 1964.

For the special tabulations by source of income,
incomplete schedules were omitted. Such a proce-
dure assumes in effect that households not furnish-
ing complete.details on income do not differ. mate-
rially from those who do. Further study is
required to determine just how much distortion
results from the omission of the households with
some income data missing, but some initial obser-
vations can already be made.

" Overall, 12.1 percent of the families orfg'mally '

called poor are not represented in the current
classification by source of income. Of the house-
lolds rated near poor—that is, above poverty but
below the low-income level—11.6 percent are ex-
cluded; and of the group above the low-income
index, 14.6 percent had to be omitted. Among
unrelated individuals the corresponding propor-
tions with some income item not reported were
13.9 percent among the poor, 10.9 percent among
the near poor, and 14.0 percent of the remainder.

Among families reporting on all their sources
of income, 14.5 percent in all were poor, 12.7 per-
cent of those with earnings only, and 4.0 percent
of those with no earnings. The corresponding
proportions for all families, including any with
some income detail missing, are 1+.2 percent, 13.1
percent, and 48.9 percent.

The figures below illustrate for families with
income the difference in source pattern in the two
sefs of tables, when unknown incomes are allo-
cated as in the general tables and when they are
not—the procedure followed for the tabulation by
source of income. n

. . Farnings| Other
Families Total E%"X\‘"gs and other| income
Y |income { only
All families with income: :
After allocation 100.0 47.0 45.6 7.4
Before allocation.__. 100.0 47.6 44.5 7.8
Poor families with income: :
After allocation. . .cooocvncenune- 100.0 4.3 31.3 24.5
Refore allocation . ...o.ccoo-vocoee- 100.0 42.8 31.5 25.5
Near-poor families with income:
After allocation . oococoicaeooe-- 100.0 49.1 32.4 18.5
Belore allocation. ... 100.0 49.7 31.7 18.8
Other families with incom
Alter allocation 100.0 47.3 49.5 3.2
Before allocation 100.0 48.2 48.3 3.5

Income from interest, dividends, and rent was
the item most likely to be unreported but often

when a single income source was unknown others
tended to be unrveported also. Presumubly, if the
person interviewed did not know about one source
of income for an absent family member, she did
not know others either. .And in some instances the
failure to reply could have been in effect a refusal
to answer.

The income distributions obtained for families
after adjustment .for nonreporting are almost
identical with those excluding families with any
income item omitted. It is.thus already clear that
the differentinl degree of nonreporting among '
poor and nonpoor is so slight ‘that it can for most
purposes be discounted. The exact proportion of
households with a given combination of income
sources would vary slightly from that shown here
if allowance were made for incomplete reporfing,
but the differences between specified types of
families are generally large enough to stand on
their own. :

It is considered by many, however, that the
type of Income questionnaire normally used
for the Current Population Survey tannot be ex-
pected to yield as complete and accurate reports
of amount of income of various types as surveys

‘able to ask for greater detail. By comparison

with independent estimates of aggregate income
of various types, it ean be judged that income
received from intevest, dividends, and vent is the
item niost likely to be underreported, but ac-
curate property income data is more difficult to
obtain in surveys generally than other types of
information describing the financial resources
available to households.

Income Shares

The fact that households in which someone
works are generally better off than households in
which no one does is echoed in the overall pattern
of the means of livelihood of poor“and nonpoor
households. The niajority of the households of the
aged could count on OASDI benefits to provide
some measure of support, though not always

- enough to preclude poverty, but few households

with head under age 63 were this fortunate.
OASDI benefits themselves are not high by cur-
rent standards: .\t the end of 1964 the average
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benefit was $79 a month to a retired worker aged
65 or older and $67 to an aged widow, and the
maximum benefit payable on a single wage record
was $125 for a worker or $250 to a family. Income
from’ savings could therefore go a long way to
make retirement income more -nearly adequate.
Yet it is likely to be the person with the higher
benefit who has the extra resource rather than the
one who has minimal benefits and therefore might
need the extra money even more.

Thdse family units with no source of support
other than an QASDI benefit check were almost:
always poor, but households considered poor under
the poverty criterion who were drawing OASDI
benefits had income not so far below the require-
ments specified under that criterion as the
poor househelds without these benefits. By con-.
trast, poor households counting on public assist-
ance or unemploymént insurance for support had
greater unmet need than poor households not re-
ceiving such payments.

For obvious reasons, families with an aged head,
whether poor or llbnpqor, were more dependent .
on social security benefits and less on earnings than
young families. Fully a fourth of the income of
all families with a head aged. 65 or older was in
the form of social security payments, and among .
those labeled poor such payments came to three-
fifths of their aggregate cash income for the year.
Earnings contributed about half the total income
of all'aged families, and less than a sixth of the
income of aged families classified as poor or near

- poor. For younger families, by contrast, wages,
.“salaries, and self-employment accounted for 94

percent of total income and, even among the poor,
for as much as 74 percent (table 11)..- e
As a group, persons aged 65 or.older are more,
likely to have assets than the younger’ population
and to receive some .support mnot only from
OASDHI but from other public programs such
as those established for veterans. A sizable share
of the income of the aged therefore.,c(dmes from,

-

}“:' B

'

TaBLE 15.—Incidence of poverty and OASDI payments in 1964: Percentage distribution of households reééﬁ}zihg 0ASDI

benefits and of aggregate payments to units with specified source of income,

by poverty status

. . ' ) . Households receiving OASDI benefits t Aggregate OASDI benefits t
Age of head and specified source of incomé Nonpoor. Nonpoor
' . . Total | Poor* N Total | Poor? N
Near . Near :
Total poor OSher Total . poor Othelf

L S ES SUTE 100.0 | . 34.3 65.7 12.6 53.1 100.0 26.3 73.7 | 14.8 58.9
Under age 65, total..____________ 100.0 {- 26.3. 3.7 8.5 65.2 [ 100.0 23.4 76.6 11.1 65.5
Unrelated individuals. ... ... 100.0 60.7 39.3; . 7.4 32.2 | 100.0 51.8 48.2 8.1 +39.7
OASDI, no other income. .. 100.0 96.0 4.0 1.3 2.7 | 100.0 87.2 12.8 3.8 9.0
OASDI and earningsd . 7" 100.0 51.4 48.6 4.2 45.8 1 100.0 40.7 59.3 -5.8 33.8

With PAor UI_.____. . 100.0 0 O] 0 *) 100.0 0 0] 0 ]
Withno PA or UI..__ 7 11717777 100.0 53.3 46.7 4.4 43.8 100.0 42.0 58.0 4.5 53.5
OASDI and other income, but no earnings..-....1o 111117777 100.0 48.1 51.9 17.0 35.8 100.0 36.5 63.5 14.4 50.0

CoWRh PAOr UL T T 100.0 9] Q] [} Q] 100.0 () ¢ | 0 (4)
Withno PA or UL [ 11 11T Timmmmm e s 100.0 40.0 60.0 [ 20.0 40.0 100.0 29.3 70.7 18.3 54.4
Famillesof2ormore. ... 100.0 20.6 9.4 8.6 70.8 [ 100.0 18.1 81.9 16.2 65.7
0ASDI, no other income._ 100.0 82.1 17.9 13.7 5.1 100.0 19.9 80.1 (" 11.5 638.7
OASDI and earnings 3.:__ 100.0 13.5 86.5 7.0 79.5 100.0 71.8 28.2 | 20.7 8.0
With PAor UL.._.. . 100.0 21.4 78.6 9.7 68.9 100.0 11.8 88.4 8.6 79.8
Withno PA or UI._[_ [T 1177777 100.0 12.4 87.6 8.7 81.0 100.0 10.9 89.1 8.6 80.5
- OASDI and other income, but no earnings._.... 100.0 43.6 56.4 18.6 37.7 100.0 30.4 69.6 22.3 - 47.0

WithPAor UI.______ " . *) *) Q] *) 100.0 ) “) - ) .

32.5 67.5 21.2 47.0 100.0 23.0 77.0 23.9 52.7
7.6 62.4 14.3 48.1 100.0 27.3 72.7 1. 16.1 56.5
58.7 41.3 9.9 3.4 100.0 51.4 48.6 10.8 37.9
OASDI, no other incom 92.6 7.4 2.3 5.1 100.0 84.7 15.3 3.8 11.5
OASDI and earnings 3. 33.1 66.9 9.4 57.4{ 100.0 26.6 73.4 8.8 684.6

With PAor UL.____ . “) ) ) *) 100.0 Q) M ® ®
Withno PAor UI___ 0 27177777 32.8 67.2 1. 9.4 57.6 100.0 26.3 73.7.| , 8.8 65.1
0ASDI and ot 48.4 51.6 15.3 36.2 100.0 38.5 61.5 16.7 44.7
WithPAorUI.____.. 74.4 25.6 11.2 14.4 100.0 68.9 31.144,. 10.7 20.4
43.5 ] 56.5 16.1 40.4 100.0 34.8 65.2 17.5 47.7
Familiesof2ormore.................._..._ . 100.0 23.4 76.8 17.3 59.4 | 100.0 17.3 82.7 § 18.4 64.3
OASDI, no other fncome._ . 1111111 -{ 100.0 59.2 40.8 31.4 9.4 100.0 44.4 | 3.6 1."37.7 17.7
0ASDI and earningss_________ _____[[ITTTTTTTTTTTTeos .| 100.0 15.3 84.7 10.7 741 100.0 11.0 89.0 |'.. 10.6 8.4
With PA or UL...__ .| 100.0 23.6 76.4 8.0 68.4 100.0 21.8 78.2°F 6.3 . 71.3
With no PA or UI..._. .- .| 100.0 14.4 85.6 10.9 74.6 100.0 10.2 $9.8 10.91 ~~78.9
OASDI and other income, but no earning .| 100.0 21.1 .91 22.6 56.2 | 100.0 12.8 7.2 23.0 | --87.2
WithPAor Ur..._.._. " TT® .| 100.0 53.9 46.1 22.71 - 23.4 100.0 37.9 62.11. 21.9 . -'40.2
Withno PA or UT.. 211100111 -| 100.0 15.7 ) - 84.3 22.7 61.6 100.0 9.91- 9n.1 19.8 ‘_ 70.4

. l]’g&tal OASDI payments received by one or more family members index.
n

2 Income in 1064 of unrelated individual or family below S.SA poverty

* With or without income from other sources. ~ ~
4 Not shown for base less than 100,000. :
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“other” sources—such as interest, dividends, and
rent, retirement programs other than OASDHI,
veterans’ payments, and the like. Over a fifth of
the income of all aged families and close to two-
~ fifths of the income of aged persons living alone
came from sources such as these. The share would
be even greater if the earnings of younger persons
living in a household headed by someone aged 65
or older were excluded. Indeed for the aged it
was often the presence of such income that spelled
the difference between poverty and adequate
living.
Both poor and nonpoor older families derived
a fourth of their total money income from sources
other than social security payments and earnings.
Among the poor more than half the addition came
from public assistance or unemployment insur-
ance; but among those who were better situated
financially almost none of the “extra” money came

from either of these two programs. For aged
families not poor but near poor, a third of all
income other than earnings or social security pay-
ments represented public assistance or unemploy-
ment insurance. _ .

For aged persons living alone, the unrelated
individuals whose economic position is so much
worse than that of persons in families, the effect.
of other income was even more striking.

As a group, aged unrelated individuals ranked
poor drew 15 percent of total income from public
assistance or unemployment insurance and an ad-
ditional 15 percent from other sources—that 1s,
sources other than social security benefits or pay
checks. For aged individuals above low-income
status—not poor or even near poor—only 1 per-
cent of total income came from assistance or un-
employment insurance payments and nearly half
from “other™ sources.

TapLE 16.—Source of income and poverty gap, 1964: Percentage distribution of poor families by difference between actual income
and required income at the poverty level, by source of income and age of head

With income from earnings | Without income (rom earnings '
) Total Total Total Total
. with | without | With | without
Age of head and income deficit Total! | With | Without with | Without | OASDI | OASDI | [FA S | FAOr
- Totai | OASDI | OASDI | Totalt | OASDI | OASDI | benefits | benefits 1| U Pa¥= | & PAY:
benefits | benefits benefits | benefits en
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0- 100.0
16.3 16.6 23.9 15.2 15.7 23.2 6.8 23.5 13.8 12.2 17.5
13.5 12.5 14.7 12.1 16.1 23.8 7.2 19.8 11.2 12.8 13.7
13.7 12.2 16.3 11.5 17.7 21.2 13.5 19.1 11.8 16.0 13.1
10.9 11.2 14.5 10.6 10.0 1.1 8.6 12.6 10.3 11.6 10.
8.8 9.3 6.8 9.8 7.3 8.7 8.1 6.8 9.5 9.0 8.
7.4 7.1 5.8 7.3 8.2 5.6 1k.2 5.7 8.0 9.6 '6.
6.1 6.3 6.0 6.4 5.3 3.0 8.1 4.3 8.7 7.3 5.
1,750-1,999 . o eieemeaaamenan 4.9 5.5 2.4 8.0 3.5 1.8 5.4 2.1 5.9 4.8 5.
2,000 and OVer. . ceeoeceeaemanan 18.5 19.3 9.5 21.0 16.3 3.7 31.2 6.2 22.8 16.9 18.
Head underage 25 ... oot 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100
$1-8249 . .. ciccceeemmmaacaen 15.8 19.7 (O 19.7 0 ® 0 ® 15.9 9.1 17.
250-499.. 15.8 17.6 ) 17.6 8.2 [Q] 5.8 (1) 15.4 9.1 17.
$20-749_ . 9.2 10,2 (&3 10.2 5.8 () 5.8 ®) 9.3 9.1 9
750-999._ 11.1 13.2 *) 13.2 2.7 () 0 (?) 10.7 9.1 11,
1,000-1,249. 10.1 9.2 *) 9.2 13.7 ®) 14.5 (%) 10.2 21.2 7.
1,250-1,499. 6.0 5.4 (2 5.4 8.2 (2) 8.7 @) 6.0 9.1 5
1,570-1,749. 8.4 8.5 (1) 8.5 8.2 ) 8.7 (2 8.5 9.1 8.
1,750~1,999: . 5.7 6.4 (2) 6.4 2.7 *) 2.9 (?) 5.8 3.0 8.
2,000 and over._ 18.0 9.8 * 9.8 50.7 () 53.6 ™ 18.1 21.3 17.
Head aged 25-64. - . . oooeoeaaamioen 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100
$1-8249 i eecicccccemcceeneaee- 13.8 15.4 19.1 15.1 6.5 9.8 4.9 14.9 13.6 10.2 14
250-499. . - 10.9 10.9 8.9 1.1 10.9 2).1 6.4 13.9 10.4 11.8 10.
500-749_. - 12.2 11.8 16.4 11.3 14.0 207 10.8 18.3 11.3 13.6 .11
750-999..__.. - 10.4 10.3 12.9 10.1 10.7 12.5 9.8 12.7 10.0 . 11.9 9
1,000-1,249. ... - 9.3 9.5 - 8.9 9.6 8.2 9.8 7.5 9.3 9.3 8.9 9
1,250-1,499_... - 1.6 7.3 8.0 7.3 8.6 4.9 10.3 6.6 7.7 9.7 6.
1,57%0-1,749. . ___. - 6.9 6.6 8.9 8.3 8.2 6.0 9.3 7.6 6.8 7.8 6
1,750-1,999. ... .. . 5.9 6.1 4.0 6.3 5.1 4.9 5.1 4.4 8.1 6.0 5
2,000 and OVer-. . ..oceecocaoeoe- Jd . 2Ba 22.0 12.9 22.9 27.9 11.4 36.0 12.2 24.7 20.1 24.
Head aged 850rover ...o.coaaecaoenes 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100
$1-8249 . ... cccccceememcoecccceene 24.3 21.4 27.1 7.2 26.2 28.3 17.1 27.8 12.3 19.9 25
250499, ..l eeccccecccccmaeenmaan—ee 2).8 19.1 19.1 18.9 21.8 24.6 10.3 22.7 14.5 16.8 21
500-T49 . e ececeecemccccccemmanemmm—nne 20.3 17.0 16.6 18.0 22.4 21.7 21.8 19.9 21.5 25.6 18.
750-999. - 12.2 15.5 15.9 14.4 10.1 10.2 9.4 12.3 11.8 11.5 12.
1,000-1,249. . - 8.8 8.0 5.8 13.5 6.0 5.5 7.7 5.6 10.5 6.2 8.
1,250-1,499. . - 7.3 6.4 4.3 11.7 7.8 5.9 15.4 5.4 13.6 9.7 6.
1,570-1,749_ . - 2.8 3.6 3.6 3.6 2.3 1.8 4.3 2.5 4.0 5.3 2.
1,750-1,899_ .. - 1.8 .8 .7 0 2.2 .8 7.7 .8 4.0 4 1.
2,000 8RA OVer....occococaanannnncncaens 4.2 8.5 0.9 12.6 1.4 1.0 3.4 2.9 7.9 4.4 4.

 Bw—oosnowl ol cvovrbxonlo mrwwwoowen |l ol wouauue

t Includes families reporting no income.

1 Not shown for base less tlmix 100,000.
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Income from savings, in the form of Interest,
dividends, or property rental, was not a sizable
share of income for any of the groups except for
the aged. Among families with a head aged 65 or
older, a ninth of income was derived from assets,
and among aged persons living alone a fourth
came from assets. _

Who Receives Social Security Benefits

The statistics on income receivers are perhaps
more telling than the statistics on income receipts.

The social security program has as a major

function the assurance of some income for a work-
er's family when his earnings are cut off by dis-
ability, death, or old-age. Because these benefits
are earned—and paid for—as a matter of right,
if the conditions of entitlement are met they are
paid without a means test. Some beneficiaries
who receive OASDI benefits are well above the

low-income level even without them. Others are
" in poverty even after they receive them. For

- TABLE 17.—Source of income and

many the benefit is the critical amount that keeps
the household income above the poverty line.and
for many others it mitigates poverty even if it
does not eliminate it. . : , ‘

Two-fifths of all aged beneficiary families and
two-thirds of all aged beneficiaries living alone
Were poor or near poor. More than a fourth of the
total dollars paid out in benefits to aged house-
holds in 1964 went to a poor household  and a
sixth more to households near poor if not poor
(tables 12 and 15). : '

All told, the social security program, geared to
give some income to persons in retirement, was
reaching about 4 out of 5 of all families with an
aged head—making payments to at least.one
family member and helping maintain 3 out of 4
elderly persons living alone (table 14).

With retirement benefits under the social secur-
ity program in 1964 payable at age 62 to men
workers (albeit in reduced amounts) as well as
to women workers, and with widow’s, wife’s, and
disabled-worker benefits also payable before age
65, 1 in 11 persons aged 25-64 and living alone was

poverty gap, 1964: Percentage distribution of poor unrelated individuals by diﬁ'erenceAbetween
actual income and required income at the poverty level, by source of income and age of head .

A With income from earnings | Without income from earnings - ol '
Tow | 1o | Tol | o
. wit withou
Age of head and income deficit Total ! With | Without With | Without | OASDI | 0ASDI UPIA :r_ UPIA gr_.
Total. | OASDI | OASDI | Total! | OASDI | OASDI | benefits | beroticet ments | menod;
benefits | benefits benefits | benefits g
All unrelated individuals. .. ..______ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
15.1 16.4 33.4 11.6 14.4 120.9 6.0 29 8.6 | 20.8 14.0
22,1 21.5 32.5 18.4 22.4 31.8 10.3 3.9 14.0 22.0 2.2
2.7 19.2 13.8 20.8 24.3 28.8 18.6 26. 4 ' 19.6 33.2 20.7
14.8 17.6 13.8 18.8 13.4 14.8 11.6 14.6 14.9 17.5 14.3
7.6 13.5 2.9 16.5 4.8 3.8 6.1 3.6 10.9 4.7 3.2
6.3 8.3 2.1 10.0 5.4 0 12.3 .3 11.3 1.4 7.2
11.4 3.4 1.7 3.9 15.2 0 35.1 2 20.6 .4 13.5
100.0 100.0 [} 100.0 '100.0 (%) 100.0 *) 100.0 100.0 100.0
a1 8.8 ) 8.8 L0 (& 0 * - 5.1 (") 4.5
5.5 8.2 () 8.2 1.6 ®) 1.6 *) 5.4 () 4.9
11.9 20.5 & €0.8 0 ) 0 (%) 11.9 () 11.5
13.3 2.8 () 22.8 0 (2 .0 (*) 13.2 (%) 13.6
14.0 18.7 *) 18.7 8.1 (* 8.1 () 14.2 ¢) 14.0
9.9 15.8 Y 15.8 1.6 (3 1.6 * 9.8 ¢ . 10,1
40.2 5.3. ® 5.3 88.7 @ 88.7 ® 40.3 3) 41.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 |©  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
11.1 147 32.4 12.5 6.6 15.6 4.1 2.9 8.9 10.0 11.1
18.2 2.1 28.4 21.3 13.7 32.8 8.4 31.1 15.8 23.8 17.4
19.1 21.2 13.5 2.1 16.7 25.4 14.3 20.9 18.8 31.9 17.2
14.3 15.9 13.5 16.2 12.3 20.5 10:0 17.9 13.6 22.5 13.0
10.7 15.9 6.8 16.1 5.7 5.7 5.7 6.1 11.6 8.1 1.1
6.0 7.2 2.7 7.8 1.6 0 5.9 1.0 7.0 2.5 6.3
20.6 3.8 s 2.7 3.9 40.5 0 51,7 1.0 24.3 1.3 " 23.5
100.0 100.0 100.0 lOO..O 100.0 100:0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
19.4 26.0 33.7 9.2 18.5 21.4 10.1 23.0 ¢- 9.9 25.6 1 18.0
27.7 29.3 34.3 18.4 7.3 31.7 14.8 32.0 15.4 21.2 28.0
26.9 12.8 13.8 10.5 29.1 -29.1 29.1 27.2 26.2 .34.0 25.1
.- 15.4 18.6 13.8 28.9 4.9 14.2 17.1 14.1 19.0 15.3 1 15.5
1,000-1,249. _ . 4.4 5.3 1.2 14.5 4.3 3.5 6.3 3.2 7.6 2.9} . 4.8
1,250 and over. ... . ITITTTTTTT 6.1 7.8t 3.0 18.4 5.9 | 0 22.6 .4 - 21.9 1.2 f 7.4
t
! Includes individuals reporting no income. henefits, '

? No unrelated individual under age 25 reported receiving any OASDI

¥ Not shown for base less than 100,000.
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receiving a social security check. Some 8 percent
of families with a head aged 25-64 also reported
someone in benefit status during the year, but for
how many this represented the presence of an
elderly “other relative” living with the family
and for how many the benefit payments were in
behalf of the family of a young disabled worker
or the widow and children of a deceased worker
it is not possible to say.

Among the aged households, there was almost
no difference between the poor and nonpoor in
the proportion receiving social security benefits—
the critical factor was whether or not the bene-
ficiary check was the only income. Among the
poor the income from OASDI benefits was much
less likely, of course, than among others to be ac-
companied by earnings and more likely to be
supplemented by public assistance or unemploy-
ment insurance payments. Indeed, for close to
half of all poor aged households receiving
OASDI benefits, these payments were the sole
source of cash income for the year. Another third
of the aged poor, who were receiving OASDI
benefits had some additional income but no earn-
ings (table 13).

Public assistance is more generally available to
the needy at age 65 than at younger ages—when
it is likely to be contingent on disability or the
presence of children under age 18. Of all families
with an aged head, 1 in 8 was receiving public
assistance or unemployment insurance payments,
but two-thirds of the families receiving such pay-
ments were also drawing OASDI benefits. Among
aged families counted poor, a fourth were receiv-
ing assistance or unemployment insurance pay-
ments and just over half the recipient families
were OASDI beneficiary families also. Among
aged persons living alone in poverty, by contrast,
.the majority of those receiving support from
assistance or unemployment insurance programs
were not OASDI beneficiaries (table 11).

Earnings and Poverty

The data reenforce the truism that in a society
where one is expected to work for a living those
who do not or cannot will as a rule be poorer than

those who do. The unfavorable poverty status of-

the aged compared with the rest of the population
is intimately related to earnings status. Indeed,

when households are grouped by presence and ab-
sence of earnings as well as by age, the aged fare
as well or better than their young counterparts.
When earnings are available, the young families,
generally larger than the families of the aged,
will need more if they are to escape poverty.
TWhen earnings are reduced or not available at all,
the aged can more readily look to help from a
public program. On the other hand, the elderly
“would-be wage earner will have a harder time
finding a job and may earn less when he does get
one. ‘
Only 60 percent of all families with an aged
head had any earnings in 1964, compared with
97 percent of younger families. Families with an
aged head received only 3 percent of all wage,

TaBLE 18.—Work experience in 1964 of family heads in poor
and nonpoor families, by sex and age

All families | Male head |Female head

Age and work experience
of head in 1964

Non- Poor Non- Poor Non-

Poor | hoor poor poor

All heads, number (in

thousands)!. __..___...... 6.659|40.m9 4,875:37,113] 1,784} 3,098
Percent.. . . ......_ PR 100.0| 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0| 100.0{ 100.0
Did not work in 1964...... .. ... 34.9] 10.5] 27.1 8. 56.21 36.6
Il ordisabled.__.....__.. 109 2.1 11.6; 1.9/ 8.7 3.5
Worked 1-49 weeks 28,90 16.7| 29.5 16.4} 27.3| 19.9
Looked for work part of 1964__.__ 12.8] 7.7 15.3] 8.0 6.1 1.1
Worked 50-52 weeks_.____..__...... 36.20 72.8| 43.4! 75.2] 16.5( 43.5
Ileads under age 25, number
(in thousands)!. ... . _...... 5101 2,167 358] 2,084 151 73
Percent .. ... ieenaa.. 100.0| 100.0| 100.0] 100.0] 100.0{ 100.0
Did not work in 1964...._...... 18.00 2.6 6.1 2.1 457 ®
Il or disabled..... 1.6 0 2.2 0 0 Q]
Worked 1-49 weeks 49.6 31.7 52.2f 31.0{ 4.4 O
Looked for work part of 1 22,5 16.11 28,5 16.3f 8.6 (®
Worked 50-52 weeks 32.21 65.7] 41.6f 66.9] 9.9 ®
Ileads aged 25-54, number (in
thousands)! ... ......__... 3,746{26,319] 2,558:24,702| 1,188{ 1.617
Percent.. oo 100.0| 100.0| 100.0
Did not work in 1964 ... ........ . . . 1.1f 49.2} 17.1
I or disabled......... 5l 5.4 1.4
Worked 1-49 weeks 14.5] 31.4| 23.4
Looked for work part of 1964 8.4 6.6 5.9
Worked 50-52 weeks......._..__.... 84.4| 19.5] 59.6

[leads aged 55-64, number (in

thousands). ... oo _..o.- 921} 6,524 767| 5,886 153 638
Percent. .. o cieiiicicannn 100.0| 100.0] 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0; 100.0
‘Did not work in 1964..__......._... 032.20 10.2] 26.5 7.3} 61.4/ 37.0
Il or disabled._.__.... 17.3]  3.8) 19.2} 3.9 7.8 2.8
Worked 1-49 weeks.......... 27.70 17.1] 28.3 16.8{ 24.8; 19.7
Looked for work part of 1964 12,2 6.7 12.5] 7.1 10.5| 2.7
Worked 50-52 wecks..__....... 40.1) 72.7] 45.2] 75.90 14.4{ 43.3
Heads aged 65 or over, number
(in thousands) ............._. 1.482| 5,200 1,101} 4,431] 291 768
Pereent ... eiiiieeaaaae 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0} 100.0| 100.0] 100.0
Did not work in 1964, ...c.cco.... 78.1 56.9] 75.6| 53.1} 88.0f 79.2
11l or disabled_..... . o2s.8] 8.2l 25.4f 8.1 27.8] 8.7
Worked 1-49 weeks_....... S| 1.1} 18.31 13.0f 19.8f 3.4 9.5
Looked for work part of 4 1.4 2.5 1.8 2.8 0 1.2
Worked 50-52 weeks 1 10.90 24,8 114 27.1 1.3

1 Excluding heads in Armed Forces in M arch 1965.
2 Not shown for base less than 100,000.
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TasLe 19.—Incidence of poverty among children under age 1S by relationship to family head, race and sex of head, and weel'(s

worked by head ! in 1964

All families White families Nonwhite famnilies
. 1-49 weeks 1-49 weeks 1-49 weeks
Ape nng relgtions};iln of lchi,l]drc(:in )
to head and sex of family hea . ’ .
y - None Seeking | 50-52 None Seeking \?‘2?125 None Seeking \?e);%
[ Total work weeks Total work Total work
otal -1 part of part of - | part of
1964 1964 1964
Number of children (in thousands)
Male head
All children underage 18......... 1.682 10,451 6,141 48.58Y 1,24 8.473 4,898 | 43.851 437 2 30 1,244 4,739
Own children, total _.__.__.___._._.__._. 1.178 9.016 5,87 17.295 884 8.123 4.783 43.048 203 1,793 1,090 4,248
Under aee 6. ... 1Tl M 3.874 2,314 16,595 231 3.083 1,837 14,939 3 792 477 1,656
Other related children, total_....._.....__ 504 535 268 1,294 361 280 113 83 144 257 154 491
Underage 6. ... .o eeeeeiecaeaaann 182 237 121 579 135 19 60 367 47 118 61 212
Female head ' ) » '
All children underagze 18.._...._. 2.957 1,011 436 2.018 1,901 1,139 240 1,224 966 781 197 | 703
Own children, total 2,399 1,674 388 1,775 1,676 I'  1.071 229 1,113 2 673 169 663
Under age 6 ______________________ - 726 452 110 312 505 249 34 147 222 2'2 7 - 166
Other related children, total - 558 237 48 243 315 59 20 111 243 178 28 130
Underage 6. . ..oouen e . 217 116 31 13 119 30 10 65 98 T 21 1 49
Percent of children in poverty
Male head :
. All "children under age 18 61.6 33.3 34.4 11.8 51.3 25.2 26.9 8.8 87.1 66.4 64.1 139.7
Own children, total...._._._... 62.4 32.9 33.8 11.5 54:5 25.2 26.8 8.7 86.3 67.5 64.4 39.2
" Underaee 6. _............... 65.8 35.6 37.3 13.1 55.0 26.68 29.9 10.1 ) 0.3 1. 66.0 4.2
Other related children, total.___ 56.3 4.6 48.9 23.7 43.3 2¢.3 31.3 11.5¢ - 88.9 38.8 61.7 43.8
Underage 6. . o.ceeueeamenaaaa aeee 62.1 39.2 . 46.3 24.4 48.9 27.7 *) 12.8 ) 50.8 *) _44.3
Female head ) i
All children underage 18..__..__._. 75.3 66.8 63.1 4N, 68.2 56.7 46.7 17.7 93,0 81.4 -82.7 .74.9
Own chitdren, totat.._..... ... $0.9 69.5 63.9 39. 76.0 59.1 47.3 17.8 92.4 37.9 85.2 76.0
Underage 6. .._.._........... 9.2 74.3 64.5 53.0 86.5 65.1 - 21.4 93.6 86.1 ) 89.8
Other related children, total. _ . 51.1 48.1 (&l 4. 26.7 ) ) 17.1 $2.7 59.6 9] 69.2
Underage6.........._.... e 49.3 2.2] O 38.( 2.2 ® ® (O [OF O} (O] *

1 Excludes heads in Armed Forces in March 1965 and any cmldren of those
heads. -

salary, or self-employment income accruing to all
families in 1964, and aged persons hvmg alone
only 9 percent of all earnings going to unrelated
‘individuals. ’

Social security beneficiaries under age 72 are
~ limited in the amounts they may earn and still
retain their benefits; at the same time the benefits
are almost” always smaller than the wages they
replace. s a vesult households with both earn-
ings and social security payments were more hkely
to be in poverty or on its brink than those with
earnings but not on the OASDI beneficiary rolls.
The dlﬂexence was “particularly- noticeable for
social security beneficiaries aged 25~64 who were
living by themselves.. Almost all such persons
would have to be at least 60 years old to qualify
for benefits. Half of those with earnings as well
as a benefit were poor—more than twice the pro-
portion as among workers this age not drawing
benefits. Many of these beneﬁcnrles were un-
doubtedly widows receiving only 8214 percent of
their husband’s beneﬁt—'lbout 35 percent of the
combined husband wife benefit they would have

? Not shown for base less than 100,000,

if he were alive. Others were men and women
workers who had elected retirement Lefore e age 65
and were therefore receiving actuarially reduced

benefits.

Many who elected early retirement did so after
long periods of joblessness or low earnings. For
example, among thoze persons aged 23— 64 living
alone, the average social security benefit leported
(humcr 1964 by beneficiaries with no earnings was
$1,000. For beneficiaries in this age group with
earnings, the benefits averaged only $£640;. but:
earnings came to $1,180 more—nore than rhree
times the ditference in benetits, .

Earlier analyses-of OASDI records for workers
entitled to retirement benefits in 1963 reveal that
the majority of those claiming benefits at age 62
are prompted to do so by unemplo rment or the
need to supplement earnings that were charae-
teristically low or that had dropped off sub-
stantially.®

'E.uh Retnement and Work-Life
Security  Bulletin, March 1966,

5 Lenore A. Epstein,
Experience,” Social
pages 3-10.
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Income From Assets and Poverty

Among families of two or more persons only
1in 9 of those counted poor received any income
in the form of interest, dividends, or rent in 1964,
compared with 1 in 6 of the near poor and more
than 1 in 3 of the families with income above the
Jow-income level. Among families with no earn-
ings, for whom such income would be critical,
fewer than a fourth of the poor had any, com-
pared with nearly a third of the near poor and
almost two-thirds of those better off. Among
persons living alone, so many of whom are aged,
the proportion with income from assets ranged
¢rom 1 in 4 of the poor to nearly 4 in 10 when
total income was above the low-income level. But
when there were no earnings the proportion re-
ceiving interest, dividends, or rent rose from a
fourth of those in poverty to half among the near
poor and three-fifths of those above the low-
income level.

In the main, it is the households of the aged
‘that are likely to have assets rather than younger
family units. It is, of course, the households of
the aged with earnings reduced or absent alto-
gether—and with payments from public programs
only a partial substitute—that have the urgent
need for the additional income assets can provide.
But it is also true in retirement just as during the

working years that it is those better off all around.

who have the margin of comfort that savings
afford.

Usually, the person with low earnings over
o lifetime will reach retirement with relatively
little private resources to add to any public pro-
gram benefits to which he is entitled. The plight
of the aged Negro, plagued throughout a lifetime
by job difficulties and low income illustrates
starkly the dreary fate that awaits the low wage
earner in retirement.

For example, only 1 in 10 nonwhite aged un-
related individuals had any income from rents,
dividends, or interest in 1964. Four out of 5 aged
nonwhite individuals were poor. A third of all
aged nonwhite persons living alone looked to
public assistance or unemployment insurance, and
almost every one of these aged was below the
poverty level.

About 4 in 10 of all aged households had some
income from intevest, dividends, or rent in 1964,
Without such income aged individuals living
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alone were twice as likely to be poor as with it.
Families with an aged head were three times as
likely to be in poverty if they had no income from
assets than if they did have some.

Among families with an aged head, a third of
those with no asset income were poor compared
with a ninth of those with asset income; among
aged persons living by themselves, nearly three-
fourths of those with no interest, dividends, or
rental income, and just over a third of those
with such income were living below the poverty
line.

Almost all OASDI beneficiaries living alone
who had no income except for their benefits were
poor. Among beneficiary families with an aged
head, 60 percent were poor, and few escaped low-
income status (table 12).

Among those aged beneficiaries living alone,
31 percent had no income other than benefits. Of
the other aged beneficiaries living alone, two-
thirds of those who did not work had some income
from assets (that is, interest, dividends, or rents),
but only two-fifths of those who iwere working
had any. The mean amount of income from assets
for those who had any was $1,030 for the non-
working beneficiaries and $790 for those who
worked.

The figures suggest that the drive to continue
working after retirement may be a response to
economic stringency at least as much as to any
psychological neéd to feel useful or to fulfill the
American work ethic.

Social Security and the Poverty Gap

If they had no income from earnings, the-social
security program did not necessarily keep bene-
ficiaries out of poverty, but aged persons without
earnings had a better chance to escape privation
if they could count on OASDI benefits.

‘Among the households that were poor, those
with some support from social security payments
were less poor than those without, judged by the
dollar amount of unmet need as measured by the
poverty criterion. ,

Half the aged families with OASDI benefits
needed less than $500 to rise above the poverty
threshold, compared with a fourth of the non-
beneficiary families. By contrast, aged families
receiving public assistance or unemployment in-



surance payments had'a larger dollar deficit than
those without sucii payments (tables 16-17). Aged
households that had - both ‘earnings and social
security, as has been said, were more likely to be
poor than those with earnings but no benefits. It
will be noted that there were a sizable number of
older nonbeneficiary families with a poverty gap
“of $2,000 or more. These families are in large part
the remaining ‘families. among the aged and near
aged that include young children. . - .
~The majority of families with an aged head are
two-adult or at most three-adult groups, but 14
percent of all poor families with a head ‘aged 65
or older include some children aged 6-15. Among

\

the aged, those who-still have responsibility for
children ave particularly poor. E
Among aged individuals living alone in pov-
erty, fewer than half of those who were OASDI -
beneficiaries had unmet need of $3500 or more—as
measured by the. poverty criterion. But of the
aged poor not receiving benefits; 3 out of 4 needed
at least $500 more income in 1964 than they had.
A fourth of all poor families with the head
aged 25-64 had an income lack of $2,000 or more.
Of those in poverty but not receiving OASDI
benefits two-thirds were being supported at least
in part by public assistance or ‘unemployment in-
surance. These families, many of them consisting

TaBLE 20.—Curfent school and labor-forcé status of youths in poor and nonpoor families in 1064: Percent-agé distribut-ioniqf
never-married children aged 14-21; by school attendance and age and by sex-of family head - o :

All children aged 14-21 Children aged 16-17 Children aged 18-19 Children aged 20-21

. Lo : .. | Families Families Families Families |- Families Familics Familjes Families

School attendance and Iabor-force, | All'famitics with a with a with a witha | witha with a . with a .witha .
status inMgreh 1965 .- male head | female head | male head | female head male head | fernale head | rhale head * !female h ead
> Non-{ ., ' {Non- Non- ~. | Non- Non- iNon-| ., Non- Non- Non-
Poor poor Poor noor Poor poor Poor poor Poor poor Poor poor Poor poor Poor poor Poor poor
Total number (in thousands)._.| 3,410 17,430] 2,250/15,870] 1.160{ 1.560] 720| 5.100 410] 4507  430| 3,550| 200 380 .. 200! 2,070 100] 340
Pereent.__......._.._... P, 100.0{ 100.0} 100.0, 100.0{ 100.0/ 100.0} 100.0] 100.0 100.0§ 100.0{ 100.0| 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0| 100.9] 100.0{ 100.0| 100.0
Attendingschool...................._ 6.4 8090 74.0l 82.2 79.3 67.4 79.81 93.4] 84.3| 85.0] 46.8| 65.2 55.8 45.4] 22.8; 43.0{ 28.0[ -31.8
Employed.. .. . 7.9 157 w7 16.20 8.4 1009 10.8 2.6 13.51 15.7] 7.4f 16.6] 6.6/ 13.5 4.0 10.9) 7.0 3.7
Unemployed ... ___ . 0070 2.3 2.0 1.7 1.7 3.4 2. 2.5 2.8 6.1 4.7 4.4/ 26 2.5 2.7 .o 1.8 6.0 1.8
Not in labor force 66.11 63.2 65.4; 64.11 67.4] 54.2| 65.3 69.0{ 64.4] 64.6- 34.8] 45.9 4.7 29.2| 18.8{ 30.7 12.0| 24.7
.\’otinschool,nothi,r.'hschoolgrudu- 1.0f 0 6.6( 19.3] 5.9 15.5 139 20.20 6.00 157 14.7 34.5] 8.7| 28 4 21.21 53.0f 11.9 45.0! 16.1
Emploved... __: : - 1.9 3.9 8.y 3.4 6.0 8.1 8.8 2.7 5.2 6.9 20.0f 6.0 9.1 14.3| 23.8 9.0{- 29.0/ 11.9

Unemployed. ... : : 200 . .9 2.8 - 8] 30| 1.9 31 9 3.2 3.8 4.6) 1.3 9.1 3.9 ‘9.9 1.2 4.0/ o
Not in lahor force. .. _l_.li. . ... .20 1.8 7.7 L7 6.4 3.1 8.3 2.4 7.4 3.8 9.9 1.4} 10.2f 3.4{ 19.3 1.7] 11.0 4.2
Not in school, high s¢hool graduate...| " 5.6/ 12.6] 5.8/ 11.9 5.2 19.4f o 60 -4 18,7 26.2 15.7] 33.7) 24.3] 45.3 31.0] 501
Emploved...._. T T - .60 1101 3.3) 10.4f 4.2] 16.6] o 40 .4 10.4] 22,31 10.7] 25.7] "13.9 40.4] 28.0] 47.0
Unemployed. .6 .9 .7 .8 .5 1.9) o 0 [} 0 28] 2.21 3.0 5.6 1.5 2.4/ o 2.4
Not in labor (o L4. .7 1.8 .7 -4 1.1 0 .1 0 0 |- 5.3 1.6 1.5 2.1 8.9 2.2)-- 3.0{ 2.7
Girls, total number. __.__ .~ __.__ 1,690( 8,110{ 1,129 7,369 70, 760  360| 2.460 190] 210|200 1,650{ 1,000 190 80 '780; ' 40 150
Percent_______.__ ... ... 100.0 100.0} 100.0} 100.0] 100.0 100.0 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0| 100.0 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0} 100.0{ 100.0] 100.0, 100.0[ 100.0
Attending school. _ _ _ v7.2] 821 75.71 83.2f 80.0f 70.6 83.0/ 94.5| 85.5 94.2] 41.1] 63.7] 59.8 44.4] ( 40.21 (Y 32.9
Employed.. ... 81 13.81 4.7 1430 4.9 7.7 5.31 19.8) 6.7 10.6] 4.0/ 14.4 5.9 10.2{ (1) 8.6/ (1) 5.3

Unemploved..__.. 1.4 1.4 Wi 1.4 2.8 1.3 8 2.3 6.7 4.8l 2.5 1.6f 2.0 0 " 1.3;¢ (1) 0
Not in labor force 7L.01 67.1] 70.3} 67.61 72.31 61.6 76.90 72.4/ 72.0| 78.7] 34.7] 47.¢ 52.0} .34.2( (%) 30.3] (M) 27.6
Notinschool 6.0 © 4.5 16.5)  4.2] 15.] 6.9' 17.01 4.5 14.5 5.8 32.7 6.6 26.5] 12.8] ()] 7.8 () © 8.6
Employed.............. . . 4.4i 1.8 1.2 161 4.7 2.4 1.9 1.3] 4. 1.0/ 16.8f 3.2 5.8 4.3 O] 5.4 (Y 5.3

Unemployed.._..__.._._" 2.3 .4 2.1 . .4 2.5 7] 2.5 .21 3.1 [} 2.5 1.0 7.8 2.7 (1Y) .6 (1) -0
Not in lahor force. ... " 9.3 2.21 10.2] 2.1 7.77 3.8] 12.5 3.0 6.7] 4.8 13.4) 2.4) 12.7] 5.9 *) L7 3.3
Keeping house .. ____ 7" - 6.0 L7 6.9 1.6] 4.4 3.2 8.4 2.2 1.0r - 4.8/- 8.9/ 2.1 10.8] - 4.8] NON 1.4 () 3.3
Not in school, high school graduate 6.8, 13.4f 7.71 12.5] 4.9/ 22.5 o 1.0 o 1] 26.2) 20.8( 14.7] 42.8] (1) 51.9; (1) 59.2
Employed..._ .. > 3.4] 115} 3.4i 10.7] 3.3 19.0 0 (. .8 ¢ 0 9.9/ 24.5 7.8/ 31.0| () 46.7; (1) 55.9
Uncmployed. . . R .8 1.1 .8 1.0 T 2.4 0 0 0 0 4.5 3.5, 3.9/ 7.00.(8 2.1 () 3.3

Not in labor force._ . - 2.6 .8 3.5 8 - .9 1.1 0 200 2 0. 11.4 1.8 2.9 - 4.3 @y 32l M 0

Keeping house.__._ __ . 777" 2.5 6 3.5 .5 .5 1.1 0 .1 0 0 11.4 1.3 o 4.3] ) e (M) 0
Boys, total number_..__.___._.__ 1.7101 9,32)) 1,13)] 8.510[ - 590 810 3601 2.640) - 210; 240 239 1,920 90 190 110] 1,290 60 180
Pcrcent._......._ ................. 160.01 100.0} 100.0{ 100.0{ 100.0] 100.0{ 100.0 100.0{ 100.0} 100.0| 100.0| 100.0{ 160.0 100.0{ 100.0} 100.0
Attending school 3. . 74.0f 8L.21 78.4] 64.3; 76.7] 02.4 83.2] 77.0{ 51.7 66.5J O] 46.3] 25.2] 44.70 (1) 31.1
Employed_____ . S5 10060 17.8) -11.8] 13.9) 16.4f 23.2] 19.8] 2.1 10.3] 18.5 .(1) 16.8, 7.2 0Ty 6.0
Uncmployed._......_....._..._...; 3.2 2.51 2.7 2.4 3.9 3.3] - 4.2 3.2] .5.6 4.6 6.0, 3.5 (1) 5.3 0 2.2 (1) 3.3
Not in lahor force .. __117777 77 61:3] 59.8; 6.6 €1.0] 62.6 47.2] 55.8; 65.9 57.5 -52.3] 34.9 4.4 (1) 24.2, 18.0] 30.8) 22.4
Notinschool,nol,highschooleradualc. 2.0 8.3 22.1 7.3 16.01 19.1f 23.31 7T 4f 16.8 22.21 36.2] 10.5 (1) 28.91 61.3; 14.4] (1) 2.4
Employed. .. .0 . T 1Ly 871 18.5 4.9 7.2 13.5 158 30l 61 12:1) 22,81 8.5 (1) 24.2 38.7] 11.1l (1) 17.5

Unemployed, ... .  _l_ l00TTn 3.6 L3 3.3 1.1 3.6 3.0l 3.6 1.6; 3.3 7.1 6.5 1.6 () 3.7 10.8 L5 () 0
Notin lahor foree. . ... 11T - 5.1 1.45. 5.1 L3 5.1 2.5 "4.2 - 1.9 7.9 .2.9] 49 . I L1} -12.6[ - 1.7 () .|° 4.9
Not in schoot, high R 4.4 119 3.9 11.4 5.5 18.6i 0 W20 -8 12.1] 23.0f (1) 24.7] 13.5 40.9; (1) 46.4
Employed. . [ 7 39 .8 3.2 0.2 51 1430 o a0 B, 10.81 20.8 () f 20.5 . 9.0 387 ) | 399
Unemployed___.____...777°7" LS N .3 .6 .3 1.4p 0 4] ] 0 1.3 1.1 () 4.20 2.7 2.8 (). 1.6
Not in Iahor force_ ... e lmeeccamann .1 . 6l .2 6 0 l 1.1 0 .1 0 0 0 L& (M {..0 . 'l.S, 1.6 (1) 4.9

4 > i

! Mot shown for base less than 109,000.
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of a woman responsible on her own for supporting
her children, are among the poorest of the poor.
The large number of households with the head
under age 25 that ave far below the poverty thres-
hold include of course the many statistically clas-
sified as having little or no income in 1964 because
they were in school or otherwise dependent on
someone else for support before setting up house-
keeping on their own. :

THE WORKING POOR

- Having a worker ‘in the family by no means
ensures that the family will not be poor, but not
having a worker makes the odds high that it will
be. Indeed some of the striking differences in in-
cidence of poverty among households of different
types are sharply reduced when only those with
similar earning patterns for family members are
compared. As one example, the increased vulner-
ability to poverty of older families mirrors the
decrease in year-round full-time employment with
advancing age of the head. In similar fashion the
incidence of poverty among families with a female
head, triple that in families with a male head, de-
clines to only twice that rate when only units
headed by a year-round full-time worker are
considered.

If having one earner was good, having more
than one was usually better, although among non-
white families those with 3 or more earners were
worse off than those with only two.

In today’s world, work outside the home is for
some married women a ‘matter of choice rather
than necessity. Yet for many women their taking
a job spells the difference between poverty and
more comfortable living for their family. And,
of course, some cannot escape poverty even though
they do work. Among husband-wife families with
the wife not in the labor force, the risk of poverty
was twice as high as when she did work. Similarly
when it was a woman who served as head, the
family was more than twice as likely to be in
poverty when she did not work as when she did.
Partly because of the greater responsibility that
went with their bigger families and younger chil-
dren, the women in poor families were less likely
to- have a paying job than women in nonpoor
families. In nonpoor families headed by a man,
1'in 3 wives was in the labor force in March 1965

compared with 1 in 6 in the poor families. In
similar fashion, among families headed by a
woman, only a third of those in poverty were in
the labor force compared with 3 out of 5 of the
women who were heads of nonpoor families (table
2). : :

Among persons who were in the labor force,
members of poor households ran a risk of unem-
ployment about twice as great as workers of the
same age and sex in nonpoor households.

Families with a head under age 25 or past age
65 were poorer than families in the middle years—
roughly a fifth-of the youngest and oldest families
had incomes below the poverty threshold com-
pared with only an eighth of those with head aged
25 to 64—but it was precisely the head who was
very young or very old who was least likely to
have had uninterrupted employment throughout
1964, The figures below show how closely the
poverty rate parallels the employment pattern of
the head, as well as the fact that having a steady

job does not improve the economic status of the

nonwhite worker's family as much as ir does that
of the white worker.

Percent of P'ercent of familivs poor in 1964

faniilies with

. head not
1T Headd year-
Racoand | o Fearround = g1 families round full-
age of head time worker
|
Male | Female | Male | Female ! Male ! Female
head hend head head headd head
White.__........ 31 nt 10 20 5 7
Nonwhite....._.. 0 2 32 63 22 39
32 1 12 37 7 14
46 86 15 67 9 )
24 i} 11 61 -8 24
18 63 9 44 6 17
19 ( S 8 28 & 11
3 6Y 12 191 6 3
82 Y4 21 28 ‘ R Q)

t Not shown for base less than 140,000,

As a rule the same occupations that did not

‘pay well tended also to provide less steady em-

ployment, thus doubly exposing the worker’s
family to the risk of low income for the year.
Among white male heads of families, for example,
82 percent of all those employed in March 1965—
when income data for 1964 were collected—had
worked throughout 1964 at a full-time job. But
the proportion thus fully employed ranged from
89 percent of those working as managers or pro-
prietors to 6+ percent among laborers. Of all
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families of white Jaborers 1 in 5 were poor and
of the managerial families 1 in 20. With a head

working throughout 1964, 1 in 7 of the laborers’
families had income below the poverty line and

1 in 20 of the families of the managers and pro-

prietors (table 2). B :
Heads of poor households weré not only less
likely than their nonpoor counterparts to-work
‘the year around, they were less likely to have
worked at all. The difference was apparent at all

ages and for both sexes. Illnéss and disability was

one factor keeping heads of poor households out
of the labor force, particularly at age 55 and older,
but it was hardly the decisive one. For women the
larger and younger families of the poor undoubt-
edly restricted their opportunities. for a job, but
for the men it could have been in part the high
unemployment rate of those who did seek work
that acted as a deterrent. A fifth of the men head-
ing poor households who worked at all during the
year were out of work and looking for a job some
time during the year. Only 1 in 11.of the heads of
nonpoor households with work experience in 1964
was unemployed during the year (table 18). The
figures below indicate by age the percentage of
male family heads working any time during 1964
who worked only part of the year because they
coulc_l not find work the remaining weeks.

Male head
Age of head
; Co- Poor | Nonpoor )
A e 21 9
Under 95.. 30 17
25-54. ... ... 22 9
5564 ... ._.._. 17 8
65 and over 7 6

All told, the households of the poor in 1964
included a fifth of all family heads who were out
of a job and looking for work during some part

of the year, and over a third of all persons living

alone who were in a similar situation. If all
households in low-income status are considered—
that is, counting in the near poor as well as the
poor, then the low-income roster included 2 out
of 5 one-person household heads out of work any-
time in 1964 and 1 in 3 of the heads of families'
of two or more who had experienced unemploy-
ment. Of the 1014 million children under age 18
in poor families headed by a man, 1 million were
in homes with the head out of the labor force

entirely, but 2 million were in households of a
worker who was out of a job some part of the
year. Of -the 4.4 million poor children with a
woman as family liead, 2.2 million were i a
household where she did not work at all in 1964,
and only 275,000 in a family where she had wanted -
more work but had not been able to find ‘it (table
19). ° ‘ . o o

Being out of work may be more critical for the
head of a poor family than one better off because
he is more likely to be the sole earner. ‘Moreover,
data for families poor in 1963 suggested that
when there were earners other than the head, they
were also likely to be out of a job when the head B
was looking for work. o

Data on employment of family members other
than the head in households called poor in 1964
are currently available for the wife of the head
and for persons aged 14-21, whatever their family
status.

In poor families with a husband and wife both
present in the household, a sixth of the wives in
the poor or near-poor families had (or were seek-
Ing) a'paying job, compared with a third of the
wives in families not in low income status. Non-
white wives were much more likely to be in the
labor force than white women whether the family
was above or below the poverty line, and indeed
the nonwhite family generally had. more earners
than the white. o

With the high unemployment rates prevalent
among nonwhite workers it is possible that fewer
of the supplementary earnery in nonwhite families
than in white families worked all year. In any
case the nonwhite earners were less ‘successful in
raising family income to adequate levels. The
figures in the tabulation that follows shoiv the
proportion of white and nonwhite families with
specified number of earners that had family in-
come below the poverty and low-income criteria’
in 1964, '

Male Female
B
Sex of head White Nonwhite " White ! Nonwhite
and number ‘
of carners :
i Poor Poor Poor Poor
Poor jor near; Foor [or'near| Poor lor near Poor :or near
poor poor | poor poor
1
10 17 32 44 29 0/ 63 3
36° 60 76 89 69 81 90
12 20 39 51 23 35 62 )
5 10 22 34 13 24 40 2
4 8 34 44 S 9 67
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Youngsters in poor households, it has been
pointed out, are likely to get less schooling than
those in nonpoor households and to take up family
responsibility of their own at an earlier age. Those
youngsters who do stay on in the poor family as
never-married children are less likely to be in the
labor force than nonpoor children of the same age
and schooling. If they do look for a job they are
less successful in finding one. These findings are
consistent with patterns observed in the annual
surveys of high school graduates and dropouts.®

Among girls aged 14-21 in poor families, for
example, 58 percent of those not in school but not
a high school graduate were neither working nor
looking for a job in March 1965 compared with
51 percent of those in nonpoor families. Of those
in the labor force, 34 percent were unemployed,
as the figures below suggest:

Girls Boys

School attendance

Poor [Nonnoorj Poor |Nonooor

Number attending school: ‘
In labor force as percent of total... 8.0 18.3 18.8 25.0

Unemployed as percent of number
inlaborforce ... ... _..... 22.8 9.1 22.5 | 12.5
Number not in school: . .
In labor force as percent of total. .. 47.4 82.6 78.5 89.8
Unemployed as percent of number
inlabor foree. ... .ocieoeeaaas 27.9 10.3 21.0 10.8
Number not hizh school graduate: :
In lahor force as percent of total. .. 42.1 49.2 74.3 83.0
Unemployed as percent of number .o
inlaborforce. . ... ... _..... 34.2 17.3 23.9 - 18.4
Number of high school graduates: . R
In labor force as percent of total. .. 61.7 93.9 (O] .6

Unemployed as percent of number

inlaborforce. .. caeciiianan. 18.3 9.0 ) 6.1' _

1 Not shown for base less than 100,000.

Some of the difference between the youths in

poor and nonpoor households reflects merely that

the never-married children of the poor tend to be
younger, but as table 20 sugests, the same pattern
holds when the youngsters are grouped by age.
Even when the children in poor families are at-
tending school they are less likely to be working
than the children in nonpoor families, who pre-
sumably have less need for the money.

The inhibiting effect of poverty sets in early.
Even among youngsters aged 14-15—nearly all
of whom are in school—after-school work, though
rare, is more common among the nonpoor. Pre-

8 See Forest A. Bogan, “Employment of High School
Graduates and Dropouts in 1964,” Special Labor Force
Report No. 34, Monthly Labor Review, June 1965.

families | families | families | families

sumably with fewer of the poor subscribing to
newspapers and more of the shoppers carrymg
home their own groceries, the school boy in a poor
neighborhood has less opportunity for earning by
a paper route or by helping out as a delivery boy,
etc., than the child in the nonpoor family. Simi-
larly, the teen-age girl in a poor family may have
less opportunity to do babysitting for pay than
the girl in a family better situated. Thus, even at
an early age the child of the poor can miss out in
acquiring the discipline and the feeling of satis-
faction that comes with earning your own money.
Whether poor or nonpoor, nonwhite school chil-

" dren are less likely to have some paid work.

- The figures that follow show the percentage of
boys and girls aged-14-15 who were in school and
in the labor force in -March 1965:

Number in labor force as percent of total in school

Race Girls Boys

oo o 147 Poer Nonpoor Poor Nonpoor

10
11
3

16
16 -
12

wo;men
(2L =1. -]

Nonwhit

~ The employment status and school attendance
in March 1965 of youths aged 14-21 who were

~'household heads (or svives) are shown in table 21.

Because poverty is more prevalent on farms

‘and other rural places than in cities, more of the

poor than the nonpoor-—and in particular more
of the nonwhite—reside among our rural popula-
tion. As a result thc opportunities for employ-
ment open to -the impoverished, especially, to
youngsters, may be more restricted than for mem-

" "bers of households in better circumstances.

IMPLICATIONS

The data on how the poor derive their income
are only fragmentary. Data now collected for 1965
will reveal more precise and more detailed infor-
mation about the financial resources of the poor.
Yet evén summary data reenforce for 1964 the
conclusions suggested by earlier analyses of the
characteristics of the low-income population. Until
and unless some solution is found to provide for
everyone a counterfoil to low earning power,
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TABLE 21.—Current school and labor-force status of young heads and spouses in poor and nonpoor households in 1964: Percentage

“distribution of household heads and wives aged 14-21, by school attendance and by family status

CADND G e N oy |

) Unrelated individuals Family beads !
» _ Total ‘ - - - — ‘Wives, total 2
School attendance and ) - Total Male Female Total Male head
labor-force status in March 1965 . - -
) Non- ‘Non- | Non- Non- Non- Non- Non-
Poor poor Poo.r poor Poor poor Foor poor Poor poor Poor poor Poor poor
Total number (in thousands)... 840 | 2,980 |. 300 280 90 130 210 150 270 790 200 740 330 1,910
Percent. ... __........... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0 100.0 100.0
Attendingschool ......._._...__..__ 19.8 4.1 41.0 3.7 (3) 3.2 38.0 7.2 17.0 7.5 13.1 7.8 5.3 2.4
Employed..___ - 4.9 1.0 13.9 12,2 ® 0 14.9 3.9 1.8 2.3 2.5 2.4 0
Unemployed.__ . .3 .3 1.0 .7 ) 1.6 o 0 0 .6 0 .3 0
Not in labor for (14,6 2.8 26.1). 29} (¥ 1.6} 231 3.3 15.2 4.8 10.6 5.1 5.3 1
Not in school....... 80.2 95.9 59.0 94.3 Q)] 96.8 62.0 92.8 83.0 92.5 86.9 92.2 94.7 97.
mployed..... 36.3 50.0 43.0. §9.2 () 87.3 41.3 91.5 65.6 83.3 78.9 84.2 10.3 30.
Unemployed...._. ~8.5¢ 5.2 4.1 3.0 ®) 9.5 4.8 1.3 3.7 5.5 4.0 5.3 8.0 5.
"Not in labor force_..__ .77 -l 38.4 |7 40.7 11.9 0 ®) 0 15.9 0 13.7 3.5 4.0 2.7 76.4 62.
Not hich school graduate..._...___. 50.5 36.8 24.1 2.5 ) 43.7 23.6 3.3 52.2 35.1 51.8 3591 70.0) 39.
Emploved.... _______ e - 16.8 14.3 12.5 21.5 ™ 43.7 10.1 3.3 37.5 29.9 43.7 3t.4 5.3 | .8
Unemployed...__._. . 4.2 2.3 |- 2.7 0. - 1] 2.4 0 3.7 3.0 4.0 2.8 . 5.8 -2
Not {n labor force.._. - 29.3 20.2 8.8 0 ®) 0 11.1 0 10.8 2.3 4.0 1.8 38.6 " 30.
High school graduste. 29.7 59.1 35.3 72.7 (3) 53.2 38.5 89.5 30.8 57.2 35.2 6.3 ! 24.7
Employed......_. 19.3 35.6 30.2 67.7 (3) 43.7 31.7 88.2 27.8 53.3 35.2 52.9! 4.8 23.
Unemployed.___.. 1.4 2.9 1.7 5.0 0 9.5 2.4 1.3 0 2.6 0 2.4 | 2.1 2.
Not in labor force 9.0 20.5 3.4 4] 0 0 4.8 0 3.0 1.3 0 1.1 i 17.8 31.

! Includes both primary and subfamily teads.
? Includes wives of primary.and subfamily heads.

many will remain at the bottom of the income
ladder. For the large number who through age,
infirmity, or family responsibility cannot work,
some other way must be devised to provide the

- minimum level of living all Americans may claim
.as.a right. And for those who work and yet are

poor a new perspective may be needed.

. The limited public provisions for income sup-

. port now available have done much; they could

do more. For some population groups, such as the

aged, programs exist that can be improved. For .

other groups, the need is to develop new social
mechanisms.- ‘

The population group now most favored in
number of income-support programs are the
elderly. Yet persons aged 65 or older are the
least protected against poverty of any group.
The basic program to protect against the hazards
of age is OASDHI. If it is assumed that at re-
tirement social insurance benefits must supple-

* Not shown for base less than 100,000.

ment other resources, then it becomes even more
important that families be protected against pov-

- erty during their early years. The income-produc-
'ing assets and the owned home - that spell the-

difference between poverty and comfortable living f
in retirement are not acquired abruptly as work
nears its close—they must be accumulated over a
lifetime. Savings for old age are not easily set.
aside by families raising children on earnings too

* low to support them, and those households that

must look to public programs for support during
youth or middle age will almost surely have only
limited resources when they are old.

By the same token if social security and related
programs are for some families to be the chief
source of income when earnings are lacking then
current payment schedules will need revision. Just
how a public contfibutory program can provide
adequate retirement income for low earners and
still allow all workers their fair share is yet to
be decided.
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TapLE A.—Family size and number of children, March 1965: Percentage distribution of farm and nonfarm families by number of
. related children and sex of head

Percentage distribution, by number of related children under age 18
Number of family members nmglr 1
Total None 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
Units with male head

Nonfarm, number of fanilies. . .. oeeesoeeosoaocemnaa 44,283 | 44,283
1 (UNAer BEE 65) . eeeee e e aiecacccceecenmam—maae e amean 3.174 100.0
1,108 100.0
8,564 100.0
3.013 100.0
8,346 100.0
8,051 100.0
5,420 100.0
2,824 100.0
2,793 100.0
Farm, number of families. .. .. ..o oomiiiaiaacaaaas 3,143 3.145
1 (undee age B5) .. oo eieeiieancacaccesescsmemaanana 140 100.0
1{aged 65 0T OFer) .. uoeccecnercnecmammamamaemanacaoacean 86 100.0
2 (underaee 65) ..o e iieiiciceicnirennas 588 100.0
2 (aged 65 or over, 345 100.0
kSN 519 100.0
[ 486 100.0
S..... 380 100.0
[; S 240 100.0
7 OF INIOT® - oo e e emeemceeccameasscacameaacasenccacasemnnn 360 100.0
Nonfarm, number of familtes. .. ..cceiiomaaiaaas JE 12,137 12,137
1 (UNAEE L8 B5) -« oo oo e ieceemeemaemaamamcmmcmmeemaamanan 4,056 1 100.0

1 (aged 65 or over)_ 3.25¢ 100.0 .

2 (underage 65)___._ . 1,517 100.0 -

2 (aged 65 or over). 689 100.0 5 - -

3 1,154 100.0 1 5 8 .

0 100.0 1 6 1.9 .

470 100.0 4 [} 6.5 4 -

219 100.0 2 7.8 24.8 -

268 100.0 0 0 1.5 10.1 18.3 61.9

327 327 257 23 21 9 A 1 10
1(under 8ee 65) .o ccccccicaceeeamenaamameceoan 72 100.0
1 (a2ed 85 0T OVer) .. oo e aeaacaccccaacanccaresennmnanann 76 100.0
2 (under age 65)_.. 45 100.0
2 (aged 65 or over). 52 100.0
................ 26 100.0
4. ... 19 100.0
S_.... 24 100.0
[ SO 1 100.0
7 or more 12 100.0

Source: Derived from tabulations of the Current Population Survey, March 1965, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.
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TABLE B.—Family size and number of children, March 1960: Percentage distribution of farm and nonfarm families by mi;nl_ier of

related children and sex of head

‘Percentage distribution, by numter of related children under age 18

Total
Number of lanmy members number —
Total None 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
Units with male head
Nonfarm, number of familles............ooo...... ..... 40,888 40,888 18,570 7,163 7,260 4,378 1,937 874 708
1(underage 68). .. ... ...l 2,949 100.0 100.0 | ......_. '
1(aged 6Sorover)_ _.___.______ .. .. ..l T 999 100.0 100.0 (. ... ...
2 (under aze 65). ... - 7,830 100.0 .2 .8
2 (aged 65 or over).. . 3.398 100.0 99.9 .1
E R R - 7,943 100.0 32.9 68.7 4
e et 7.948 100.0 7.8 16.9 5.1 .2
AR 5,142 100.0 2.0 7.1 8.5 .2 .
BT 2.461 100.0 1.1 3.3 0.0 9.4 . .
TOFMOTR. ..o 2,119 .100.0 .1 .6 2.8 8.0 14.1 41.1 33.3
Farm, number of familes. .._...___....__..__..._.._______ 3,903 3,893 4
1 (underage 65) ... o oo 211 100.0
1.(aged 65 or over) g 71 100.0
2 (under age 65). . 708 100.0
2 (aged 65 or over) 352 100.0
3 731 100.0
612 100.0
505 102.0
263 100.0
451 100.0
Nonfarm, number of familfes..... R, 10,580 | 10,580 8,147 1,034 638 360 200 97- 104 -
1 (underace68)......_...___._ 3,825 100.0 100.0 .
1 (aged 65 or over) 2,443 100.0 ¢
2 Eunder age 65)... 1,415 100.0
2 (aged 8 5or over) 628 100.0
3 1,041 100.0
584 100.0
204 100.0 .
181 100.0
170 100.0
397 397
88 100.0 100.0
118 100.0 100.0
38 100.0 60.5
38 100.0 86.8
38 100.0 34.2
21 -100.0 9.8
18 100.0 [
13 100.0 0
17 100.0 0

‘Source: Derived from tabulations of the Current Population Survey,

.

{

March 1960, by the Bureau of the Census for the Social Security Administration.
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TasLe C.—The low-income gap, 1959 and 1964: Total difference between actual and required income of all households below

the low-income level

Poor households Dollar deficit
3 : . Number Percentage Amount Percentage
Type of household and characteristic of head (in millions) distribution (in billions) distribution
1959 1964 1959 1964 1959 1064 1959 1964

L 12N T U 17.8 16.4 100.0 100.0 $22.8 $21.2 100.0 100.0
Unrelated individuals . oo cre e 5.6 5.8 31.8 35.4 5.4 5.4 23.7 25.5
Men. ... iicccnceeaaaenca- 1.8 1.7 10.2 10.4 1.7 1.6 7.3 7.5
WOMeN.......eenascmccccacccacccenn 3.8 4.0 21.8 24.4 3.8 3.8 16.4 17.9
Families, total .. o...o.o.ooo.. 12.0 10.7 68.2 85.2 17.4 15.8 76.3 74.8
With male head...... 9.7 8.3 55.1 50.6 13.2 11.5 57.9 54.2
No children under 18. 3.7 3.2 21.0 19.5 3.8 3.2 16.7 15.1
1-3 children under 18.._.... 3.9 3.2 22.2 10.5 5.0 4.1 21.9 19.3

4 or more¢ children under 18. 2.2 2.0 12.5 12.2 4.3 4.1 18.9 19.3
With female head_.......... 2.3 2.4 13.1 14.6 4.2 4.4 18.4 20.8
No children under 18. .8 .8 3.4 3.7 .8 .6 2.8 2.8

1-3 children under 18..._.... 1.3 1.2 7.4 7.3 2.4 2.2 10.5 10.4

4 or more children under 18 . ... iiiecicicaomieienaan .4 .5 2.3 3.0 1.2 1.6 5.3 7.5

Race

WO, oo oo e ecam e aeceesescccseamcecceaceccesamcoannnn 14.1 13.0 80.1 79.3 16.9 15.4 74.1 72.6
Unrelated individuals.. 4.6 4.8. 26.1 29.3 4.4 4.3 19.3 20.3
Familles................ 9.5 8.2 54.0 50.0 12.5 11,1 54.8 52.4
Nonwhite. ..o oeeeeennn 3.5 3.4 19.9 20.7 5.9 5.8 25.9 25.9
Unrelated individuals.. 1.0 1.0 5.7 6.1 1.0 1.0 4.4 4.7
Famulies. . . e ccetcecmamcecccmccecmcecacneccvmmamsae 2.5 2.4 14.2 14.6 49 4.5 21.5 21.2
Under 25 1.4 1.4 8.0 8.5 1.9 1.9 8.3 9.0
Unrelated individuals . .o iiciierciaaaaan .8 .5 3.4 3.0 7 7 3.1 3.3
Families............. .9 .9 5.1 5.5 1.2 1.2 | 5.3 5.7
2584 o aecnace- 10.9 9.4 81.9 57.3 15.8 14.4 68.4 87.9
Unrelated individuals 2.4 2.1 13.6 12.8 2.4 2.2 | 10.5 10.4
Families... 8.5 7.3 48.3 44.3 13.2 12.1 57.9 57.1
65 orover._.... 5.4 5.6 30.7 34.1 . 8.3 4.9 23.2 23.1
Unrelated ind! u 2.7 3.1 15.3 16.9 2.3 2.4 10.1 11.3
FomilieS_.ooeeeee... 2.7 2.5 15.3 15.2 2.9 2.5 12.7 11.8

TaBLE D.—Income deficit of the poor and near poor, 1959 and 1964: Distribution of households by difference between actual

income and the low-income level by sex, age, and race of head

Median deficit .

Percent of pobr and near r .
households with specified &Pﬁoclt *

0O GOue =~

below low-income level
Type of household and characteristic of head
Under $500 $2,000 or more }
1959 1084 1950 1964 1959 1984 -
Unrelated individuals
All Poor and Dear POOT. e cccciciceacmmascsecesnaamscasmcesssemesnccccemcaen $930 $880 21.0 22.0 4.5 39.9
MalR . e iiac i cccceccceicaicacceeecssesssccmccaccmscacacensaccacscmeasessasananmanse 880 880 24.8 26.4 42.1 41.3
FemMAle. .o eeecemcancccccescecccccrocaceicesessaceasesemmenmanaemmaesemesescaccoss 950 880 19.2 20.0 45.6 30.3
WhMte. oo cveeecccceccmececctcscmcmcicmmccesriessummasmsmeessemeescssacecneammcosean 910 850 21.8 23.7 42.8 37.7
NoODWhite . o oo ccciccccmacicncameccmcsessecmaemcaccscsssescasmcmccccncann 1,030 1,000 I 18.7 13.9 52.4 49.8
URAEP 25. .o eeeeeeeccmmceceeacsameemeeccacsaensnassnnsromannnnns 1,3% 1,470 ! 12.6 15.6 87.5 7.9
25-64. e 1,000 1,830 | 21.7 17.4 49.7 52.1
85 or over 760 22.1 26.2 35.3 28.3
Families

All poor and near poor.. $1,180 | 81,190 2.8 2.7 25.3 28,

‘With male head___........ 1,080 1,100 25.2 24.9 22.6 .

No children under age 18 910 850 28.1 29.8 9.9 8.

1-3 children under age 18 1,05 1,070 27.8 28.0 2.1 2.

4 or more children under ag 1,810 ,830 16.2 15.8 45.7 48.

Withfemalehead. .. . .. cnciamicaeeenes eteeemereeceemeemean—. A-cescamsemrcannen 1,500 1,610 12.2 13.2 38.9 33.

No children under age 18 980 930 23.0 27.0 8.3 6.

1-3 children under age 18 1,610 1,500 11.0 15.2 35.3 - 3s.

4 or more children under age 18. .. ..o i eiervennna s 3,030 2,990 3.2 4.7 79.4 5.

- 1,060 1,060 25.8 25.7 21.0 22.

1,730 1,710 12.3 12.9 41.3 42.
................ 1,250 1,090 22.5 268.3 24.3 25.0
- 1,280 1,370 22.0 20.3 29.8 33.6
960 850 25.5 28.7 10.6 9.8

1 $1,000 or more for an unrelated individual.
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The Poor in Ciry and Suburb, 1964

Deprivation among nonwhite families gen-
erally, and their virtual exclusion from the sub-
urbds in many parts of the country, hus focused
attention on the central city ghettos of nomwhite
poor. But the cloak of poverty has many colors.
In the central-cities, as elsewhere, it is not re-
stricted to the nonwhite population: Over all,
the white poor outnumber those nomwhite in the
cities of 50,000 or more, as well as in their suburbs.
Though close to half the inkabitants in some large
cities may be nomwhite, in March 1965 for the
Nation as a whole; 4 out of 5 households in the
central cities of metropolitan areas were white.
On the other hand, in the areas surrounding the
central cities, all but 5 out of every 100 households
were white..

IT IS BY NOW well-established that though
" the majority in the United States are privileged
to live well, a sizable minority must manage on
- incomes too - meager to provide even the barest
necessities. It is also acknowledged that some
groups are more vulnerable than others to eco-
nomic privation. The ranks of the poor reveal
sharply who are the Americans bypassed on the
road to affluence and the kinds of communities
in which they reside. The historic concern with
the unfavorable economic status of the South,
.compared with the rest. of the country, is rein-
forced by the finding that half of all the families
on the Nation’s poverty roster and seven-tenths

of the nonwhite families ranked poor live in a

Southern State. On the other hand, to our long-
standing preoccupation with the low incomes
_prevalent in many rural places must now be
"added the realization that some of .the direst
pockets of poverty are to be found within our
large cities.

Despite much upgradmg and .attempts at re-
A dress the scourge of poverty today still afflicts the
nonwhite population at a rate more than three
‘times ‘that of the white. Accordmgly, the 34 mil-
lion counted poor by their 1964 mcome included

*Office of Research and Statistics. .For earlier articles
in the series on’ poverty by Mollie Orshansky, see the
- Bulletin for January and July’ 1960 and for- April and
May 1966.

by MOI.I.!E ORSHANSKY*

half the country’s nonwhite populatlon but only
a seventh of the white. By the same token, though
city dwellers on the whole are better off finan-
cially than those in the country,. inside our big
cities—which now spell home to a majority of
nonwhite Americans—poverty strikes at a rate’
one and two-thirds as high as it does in the sur--
rounding suburbs. -

Thus among the Nation’s nonwhlte poor, 2 out

“of 5 lived inside a central city but only 1 in 4

of ‘the white poor were similarly located. Yet,
though the poverty of the Negro is predomm‘mtly
the poverty of the central city, he holds no monop-
oly on it: in sheer numbers the white poor in the
cities outweigh the nonwhite poor by more than
a fourth, and among persons aged 65 or older—
the Nation’s most poverty-prone age group—the
number of white poor in the central cities was

‘over five times as great as the number of non-

white. The city slums that wall .off some of

_ America’s needy have no color barriers.

PROBLEMS OF THE CITY

Recent statistics on the economic and social

characteristics of the metropolitan population

attest to some of the difficulties currently facing
many of our large cities.' The demands on them
for: he‘tlth, education, and welfare services are
growing, but the funds on which they can draw .
to meet these demands are not rising in proportion.

Compared with the suburbs around them, the
Nation’s central cities early in 1965 had an over-
representation of aged persons. The aged, like
young children, may well require special com-
munity effort if they are to get all the care they-
should have.

Because there were proportionately more all-
adult households in central cities, the cities had
only four-fifths as many young children to pro-
vide for as the suburbs. But the children in the
city were much more likely to be growing up in a -
home minus a father, in a nonwhite family, or

! See also-the Bureau of the Census, “Income in 1964
of Families and Unrelated Individuals by Metropolitan-

Nonmetropolitan Residence,” Current Population Re-
ports: Consumer Income (Series P-60, No. 48).
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in another family that customarily has low in-
come and thus to be more dependent on what the
community would provide.

In parallel fashion, aged persons who lived in
the city were not so well off as those who lived in
the suburbs. Compared with those in the suburbs,
the city dwellers aged 65 or older more often
lived alone and so would have no one at home
to look after them in case of illness; they rented
rather than owned their home and so would need
more cash for daily living expenses; and more of
them relied in whole or in part on public assist-
ance for support.

The overall economic disadvantage of the city

family was, after all, what could be expected of
a household relying on a breadwinner with only
limited earning power, or indeed having no bread-
winner at all. The head of a family in the city
was more likely to be out of the labor force al-
together than was a family head in the suburbs.
If he was in the labor force he was more likely
to be currently looking for a job than working at
one. If he was working, it was more likely to be
at a job that was low-skilled and ill-paying. In
more of the central-city families the man at the
head was at least 55 years old, a time well past
the earnings prime of the average worker. All
told, households in the central cities were apt to
have lower incomes in relation to their needs than
was the case in the suburbs.

As a rule white families have more opportunity
than nonwhite families to make their home in the
suburbs surrounding a large city. Nevertheless,
for many white families today—as indeed for
most nonwhite families—if they are to live in a
metropolitan’ area at all, it will still be in the
central city. And for white and nonwhite families
alike, where they live will be in part contingent
upon their current finances and in part upon their
stage in the family life cycle.

Thus in 1964, whether poor or nonpoor, white
metropolitan families with school-age children
were more apt to be in the suburbs than families

without children, but the preference was more

pronounced when income was above the poverty
line. For older families who usually haven’t any
young children at home, the opposite was true:
the nonpoor families were more likely to be city
dwellers than the poor. It is not possible to say
at this point how many of the older white families
had come back to a central city from the suburbs

after the children were grown and how many
of them were merely continuing their residence
TaBLE 1.—Percentage distribution of the population by

metropolitan-nonmetropolitan residence and by age, race, and
poverty status in 1964

Percentage distribution .
l;)leumi Metr.
Age, race, and T 0 Metropolitan Nonmetro-
poverty status of pe{:i:gm area ‘politan area
person
. mil- | Total
lions) ! In |Outside| ..,
central | central [ 0" | Farm
cities | cities ’
Total,allages_ | 189.9 | 100.0 30.9 33.0 20.2 7.0
167.5 | 100.0 28.0 35.2 298 8.9
4 100.0 51.9 16.2 24.0 7.9
24.7 | "100.0 30.1 34.1 29.7 6.1
20.8 100.0 26.2 37.8 30.5 5.8
3.8 100.0 51.4 15.2 25.7 7.7
38.3 | 100.0 27.2 34.1{ 30.2 8.4
32.9 100.0 23.9 37.1 1 30.9 8.1
8.3 100.0 47.9 15.7 26.3 10.0
18.0 | 100.0 20.8 32.8 30.0 7.4
15.7 | 100.0 27.0 35.2 30.9 6.9
2.2 | 100.0 49.8 15.8 23.3 11.1
91.6 100.0 32.2 33.4 27.9 8.5
82.0 | 100.0 29.4 35.4 28.7 6.6
9.7 100.0 55.9 18.9 2.1 6.0
17.4 100.0 34.0 26.7 31.9 7.3
186.0 | 100.0 33.1 2.7 31.9 7.3
1.4 100.0 4.6 15.4 32.5 7.5
34.3 | 100.0 29.4 18.4 39.5 12.7
23.6 100.0 2.8 21.8 41.3 12.9
10.6 | 100.0 4.7 10.8 35.1 12.5
5.8 { 100.0 3.1 18.5 36.7 11.7
3.5 100.0 25.5 23.8 33.0 12.7
2.3 | 100.0 4.7 10.4 .6 10.3
8.2 | 100.0 28.0 18.0 38.7 18.3-
5.1 100.0 20.3 2.5 41.2 18.0
3.1 100.0 40.6 10.6 3.7 _14.1
3.04 100.0 27.5 18.0 40.8 13.7
2.0 | 100.0 21.7 2.3 44.0 12.0
1.0 | 100.0 39.2 9.4 34.3 i7.1
11.9 | 100.0 28.7 18.0 39.3 13.9
8.3 100.0 2.0 21.0 41.3 14.7
3.5 100.0 2.8 10.7 34.4 C12.1
5.4 | 100.0 29.7 19.9 43.5 7.0
4.8 100,0 28.8 20.7 43.7 6.8
.71 100.0 35.7 4.4 42.1 8.0
155.6 | 100.0 31.2 36.2 28.9 5.7
143.8 100.0 28,7 37.4 27.9 5.9
11.8 | 100.0 61.2 21.0 14.1 3.7
18.8 | 100.0 20.2 38.8 27.8 4.3
17.3 | 100.0 26.3 40.3 20.0 4.4
1.8 100.0 61.2 2.2 12.7 3.8
30.0 { 100.0 27.0 38.5 27.9 6.5
27.8 | 100.0 24.5 39.8 29.0 8.7
2.2 100.0 88.5 2.1 14.2 4.2
15.0 | 100.0 30.2 35.8 271.8 8.1
13.7 100.0 2.7 37.1. 29.0 6.1
1.2 100.0 58.¢ 21.0 14.4 8.2
79.71 100.0 32.7 35.7 26.2 5.4
73.8 | 100.0 30.1 37.0 27.2 5.6
6.2 100.0 63.4 20.5 13.6 2.8
12,0 | 100.0 35.9 20.8 26.8 1.5
11.4 | 100.0 34.9 30.8 27.1 7.8
.86 100.0 55.3 16.6 2.1 6.9

NOTE: The tables in this article designate as poor 200,000 children under age
14 who lived as unrelated individuals in families to no member of which they
were related. Earlier analyses by the Social Security Administration ex-
cluded these children becsuse the Buresu of the Census does not normally
collect data from persons in institutions or from unrelated individuals under
age 14; the number of poot was thus given as 34.1 million persons and the total
of poer and nonpoor as 189.7 million. See the Social Security Bulletin, April
and M? 1088. Metropelitan data on poverty status excluae and nonmeiro-
litan data include the few farm residents ladeled metropolitan by the Census
ureass.

t Noninstitutional population only. :

1 Income of family unit or unrelated individual below poverty level'of the
SSA index by family size and composition and by farm-nonfarm residence.

Source: Derived from special tabulations of the Current Population Survey,
March 1983, prepared by the Ruresu of the Census for the Social Seeurity

Administration and the Otfice of Economic Opportunity.
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B i"lpldly and ‘the bulk. of this
- to-be in the metropohtnn ‘ared

pattern of earlier yeals mld so had never left it.
~ Among nonwhlte metropolitan famlhes, too,

'those thh clnldren aged 6-15 elected to live in L

the suburbs more readily ‘than those - without

children but—poor or nonpoor—relatively fewer

~ of them were able to do so than was true of
Wlute farmlles <

POPULATION TRENDS

- As part of its mdustrlal development the'
United States has for many. years now expem-
enced a steady declme in the number. of persons

living on farms. At the begmnmg of the century - .

well over a third of the population was living
on farms that provided most of their income and
"nezuly all their food. By the beginning of World
War II, the proportion on .farms had dropped to-

less than a fourth and for many of these farming = -

- was not the sole source of support; Cunentlv .
fewer than 7 out of 100 Amerlcans live on.a farm..

~.and even among the: nonwhite populahom—tra- .
v (lltloxmlly more'tied to avrlculture than the white -

| —only 8 out of 100 still live on. the' land (table 1),
" By contrast, the nonfarm populatxon_has grown -

from the farm has brought about the development‘«

of ‘population clusters not only within large cities -

0 e em: 5
b it in th SUburbS around tl em TOday more than R a Kouseholds deﬂned as total of tammes and unrelated individuals.

3 out of ‘every 5 persons in the United States live
in such metropolitan areas. Indeed; in. the last
two decades it has been the’ outlymg areas about’

cities rather -than the cities themsehes that have g "

reglstered the. greatest gains;?- ‘Most Amerlcans.
live in what is now almost entlrely 4,.money

.economy, and their financial well-being reflects in~ -
the main their current earnings and: the.cash- i in-

come available to them from other sources. _
"The "latest available - information cla531fymg
persons and - households ‘by. metropolitan-non-
metropolitan residence relates to demographlc
- characteristics of households partlclpatmg in the
Current, Population Survey sample of the Bureau’
of the Census for March 1965 and to the money
"income they reported for the year 1964 (table 2)
In March 1965, more than 3 out of 5 ‘persons
in the United States lived in a metropoht'm areq

'Bureau of the Census, “ -&mericans at Mid- Decade" ’
(Senes P-23, No. 18), January 1968.

owth contlnues.l_f',."'
: W ite
shift away -

- lavel of the SSA index.

"TABLE 2. —-Percentage distribution of households by metro-

pohtan-nonmetropohtan residence and by race, sex of head
and poverty status in 1964

BaES

" Percentage distribution’
. . Total .
Metropolitan Nonmetro-
Raoe and type nugx!:)er area politan area
wof household mil- .
Hons) | Total | 10 loutside| y..
central | central farm | Farm
cities | cities .
Total all ’
householdsl © 60.0] 100.0| 33.9) 31.2| 20.0 5.9
; Unrelated indi- )
. viduals, total.-. 2 100.0 |  45.1 23.3 28.5 3.0
" White............. 10.5| 100.0] 41.9| 252 20.8 3.1
Nonwhite.......... 1.7 ] 100.0 4 12.5 20.4 2.6
Poor un:elar.ed lndl-
viduals . ..._._.... 8.3 100.0 38.5 2.0 36.0 3.5
White....oeoooemn. . 4.3 100.0 34.8 23.8 38.0 3.3
Nonwhite............ 1.0 | 100.0 85.0 13.9 27.1 4.0
Nonpoor unrelated in- N . -
viduals......_.... 7.0 ) 100.0 | :50.1 24.4 22.8 2.7
hite. _.oeereanaaa. 8.2 100.0 46.8 26.1 24.1 3.0
Nonwhite ............ 8| 100.0 768.0 10.7 12.3 .9
Famllles, total...| 47.7| 100.0| 31.0| 33.2| '20.1 6.6
White........eu_.. 43.0 | 100.0 28.3 | 351 20.8 8.7
" Male head....... 30.2 | 100.0 27.4 35.7 (. 20.9 7.0
Female head. 3.81 100.0 38.9 238.6 28.9 3.6
Nonwhite... 4.7 1 100.0 54.6 18.7 2.8 5.9
Male head.. 3.6 100.0 52.7 18.8 2.1 6.4
+. Female head. 1.1} °100.0 ;. #61.0 . 9.8 25.2 4.3
Poor famflies ? 8.8 1 100.0 27.68 18.2 41.2 12.9
White 4.9 100.0 21.9 21.3 43.2 13.6
3.8 100.0 18.7 20.4 #.2 16.7
1.1 100.0 33.2 4 . 24.5 39.8 2.7
1.9 100.0 42.9 10.1 36.0 11.0
1.2 100.0' 353! 107! -394 14.8
.71 100.0, $5.5 9.0 30.3 5.1
40.9 | 100.0 31.5 35.7 27.1 5.6
38.1 100.0 29.2 36.8 28.1 5.8
- 35.4 100.0 28.3 37.3 28.4 6.0
3.7: 100.0 |- 41.2 30.3 ] .24.5 3.9
. 2.8 100.0 63.1 20.9 14.3 2.6
2.4 100.0 60.8 22.8 14.0 2.8
) .mo.o . 70.1 -10.7 18.3 2.9

1 Income- of famil unlt or unrelated Individual in 1964 below the povetty

—that is, within a city of at least 50,000 inhabi-

'[tants or the environs of such a place All told,
.68 percent of the nonwhite and 63 percent’ of the
~ wlhite: made their home in a metropolitan area.
- What- was more strkag was the fact that 3 out

of 4 nonwhite persons in these metropolitan areas
were living in the city proper, but more than half
the. white metropolitan residents lived outside.

-Among the white populanon, aged persons were

more likely to live in a central city than were
young children. Among the nonwhite population
the . opposite was true——chxeﬂ) because -fewer
nonwhite children lived on a farm or in a small
town, that is, outside a standard metropohtan
statistical area altogether.

Much has oeen made of the ﬁlght to the suburbs
of the white family with children. And, indeed,
of-all households that were in metropohtan areas
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the one most like'y to choose a suburb of a large
city rather than the city itself was the white
family with school-age children. Nevertheless,
by the spring of 1965, there were still about 4.4
million white families with children aged 6-15
living in a central city—or about 2 such families
inside a city for every 3 in the suburbs around it.
In 1 out of 7 central city families, it was a woman
rather than a man who served as family head,
and an equal proportion of all families had a head
at least 65 years old. In the suburbs, only 1 in 13
of the families was headed by a woman, and 1 in
9 by a person aged 65 or older (table 3).

WHERE THE POOR LIVE

On the whole, residents of metropolitan areas
enjoy higher incomes than those making their

home on a farm or in a small town. The median
income for metropolitan families in 1964 was
$7,290—40 percent higher than for families living
elsewhere; for unrelated individuals the median
was $2,330, about two-thirds more than the
amount reported by one-person households in non-
metropolitan areas. Yet America’s large cities
and the suburbs around them included nearly
half the 34 million persons counted p